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. . .SECTION I ' 

INTRODUCTION 

With contintJing advarice^s in" e.ducational technology and increasing ' 
soptiistippition Mn instructional delivery systems, the ^ole of the Navy 
instructor is changing^, . No. longer is his role limited to that of an 
information livery agent. Among the new instructor job requirements^ ^ 
^whlch are evolving, are individualized instructional management, apademic 
'diagnosis and counseling, trair^ing task analysis, training evaluation, 
'media specialization, instructional ma^tertal desijgn and development, and 
. computerizecl instruction. 

PURPOSE 

■ This study was undertaken to examine the current Navy instructor 
training system and to assess the impact upon that system of predicted 
changes in the educationaT, military and industrial environments pf the 
1975' to 1985 period. The specific objectives of the study are to:''^ 
. ■. ■ ' 1 ^ 

1. Describe the- current status of instructor training, including 
instructor selection and assignment, curriculum, the instructor basic 
course staff, assessment, and career structure. 

2. Identify and describe anticipated changes 'in the military, ^ 
academic, and industrial environments which may affect the instructor 
training system. " • 

3 Explore the cost feasibility of centralizing the six current 
Chief of t^aval Technical Training (CNTECHTRA) instructor training schools 
into fewer locations. * '/^ 

4. Make recommendations for improvements "in the instructor train'ifig 
\^system. 

SCOPE 

The study was conducted during the period February 1974 to February 
1975^and was limited to analyses of the six formal instructor training 
courses uncjer the direct curriculum jurisdictipn of CNTECHTRA. It does 
not include'^ courses under the Chief^of Naval Air Training (CNATRA). 
Results of the study have application to/Ihe ihstructor trairyng system 
through the 1975 to 1985 period. The aVeas of instructor career structure, 
instructor assignment, and ^instructor training feedback, although important 
• and relevant, are not covered in d.epth* due to constraints of time 'and 
personnel . 



ERIC 



' TAEG Report No. 17 

AP^OACH ' _ ^ • 

This report presents the results of an analytic study in whtch a 
variety of dat^a and information was used. Vi§1ts were made to variaus 
Navy and Air Force units and to.a representative industrial firni. These 
sites are listejl in appendix A. Interviews were conducted at each site 
with persons knowledgeable in instructor training. " 

A large number of relevant studies and reports were intensively 
studied. Education and training reports from industry, the, military, - 
and the academic world wer,e reviewed. 

Also, a questionnaire (shown in appendix F} was administered to' 
instructors at the Advanced Underseas Weapons (AUW) School (SERVSCniCOM, 
Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, Florida) to determine if individuals^^ 
who volunteered for instructor duty performed significantly better than 
those who did* not. In addition, a questionnaire (see appendix B) was 
employed to obtain occupational and educational data regarding the 
instructor training course staffs and to obtain the staffs' recommenda- 
tions for changes. 

To investigate instructor school centralization, three questionnaires 
wey:e distributed to- the six CNTECHTRA-control led instructor training 
schools. These instruments (shown in appendices C, D, and £) were 
designed to elicit information on: Origin and Destination of Course 
Trainees for FY 1974, Total Personnel Requirements for Instructor Training 
School, and Student Origin and Destination. The questionnaire data were. ' 
used for comparisons of resource requirements. of the present six instructor 
school locations with requirements which would exist: with fewer locations. 

Finally, an interservice conference was held on January IS^-l?, 1 975, 
at Orlando, Florida, concerned with the theme\ "Military Instructor , ^ 
Training i,n. Transition." Presentations werK made by representatives 
from the .Ih.S. Navy, Army; Air Force, Marine Corps, and the British Navy, 
as well as by individuals prominent in the industrial and academic field 
of education and training. The proceedings of the conference were published 
in May 1975 (Smodq^and Lam, 1975). The specific objectives of the conference 
were to: . • 

" '•' *" *. 

1. Present a sampling of .instructor training ia today's military ' 
environment and summarize military instructor training programs with 
emphasis on trends, constraints and problems; highlight current practices; 
and identify problems of mutual interest. ' ' 

2. , Ai^.ticulate plans and/or funded programs of the immediate 
future; present a blueprint outlining, Instructor Training requirements 
and the changing rale of the* instructor. ^^Emphasis is placed on the 
qualitative changes projected for the next generation Instructor Training - 
system. . ' . 
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3. Presert innovative concepts and ideas i^elevant to the long- 
range planning for Instructor Training; develop prescriptive inputs 
which can be incorporated. into an- ideal ized design of ^an Instructor 
Traini'ng system appropriate '^o the last quarter of this century. This 
sbojjld encompass the changing 'mil itary and, social environment and the 
predicted advanced technology of the future. 

o - ■ . ■ , ■ 

ORGANIZATION OF- REPORT . , *- 

This report is organized into five- major sections. -In addition to . 
this introduction, section II describes the current Navy instructor 
training system and includes analyses of instructor selection and assignment 
oufricu'lum, the 'instructor basic course staff, assessment, and career 
structure. Section III outlines the 'anticipated changes ia. the militaYy, 
•academic, and industrial environments' "that may affect the "ioistructor i 
training system. Section IV presents an analysis of the cost feasibility 
of centralizing the'six current C'NTECHTRA instructor training schools 
into 'fewer locations. .-Recoimiendations for changes in the instructor 
trainiHg system are presented- in section V. A 'number of appendices are 
included- in the repo»;t which provide detailed .information regarding the 
questionnaires used in the study as well as other information specific 
to the report. " , ' 



(l- 

7/8 



ERIC 



TAEG Report No. 17 _ . / • . ^. 

SECTION IT ■* 

CURRENT U.S. NAVY INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SYSTEM . " ■ ^ 

^INSTRUCTOR SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT ^ , ^ 

Current instructor selection and assignment procedures are described 
and analyzed in[this section. A study conducted by the Training Analysis 
and Evaluation Group (TAEG) at the AUW School, Orlando, to determine if 
individuals who^ request instructor duty perform better than those who do 
not is also sumniarized and the results presented. 

CURRENT INSTRUCTOR SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT PROCEDURES. The Chief of ^ ^ 
Navnl Personnel i (CHNAVPERS) establishes the'eligibility requirements and- 
qualifications for Navy technical school instructors. The requirements^ 
for enlisted personnel are outlined as follows (EnVisted Transfer Manual, 
NAVPERS 159093): ' _ . 

1. Show evidence of leadership ability ^ ^ 

2. Have a clear record 

3. Be able to speak clearly 

4. Demonstrate ability to work 'with others under supervision 

5. Have abi.lity to exercise sound judgfnent 

6. -Be military in bearing and deportment 

1 . No mark below 3.4 on the last three performance evaluations. 

The select!^ of enlisted instructors is made by the NAVPERS 
Detailers (rati&^ontrol lers) for each particular rate.. Genferally, the 
Detailer ^reviews the records of men v;ho meet the sea duty requirements 
for shore'duty and assigns men to instructor duty establiishing a trade 
off between need for instructors in those*rates and'^the need ftfr experts 
1n those jfates in other non-instructor billets. An individual desiring 
assignment to instructor duty may request 4jtjiy,^ indicating such on*hi§ 
Enlisted Duty Preference Form (NAVPERS 1306/53, July 1972) and/or the 
Enlisted Transfer and Special Duty Request (NAVPERS 1306/7, March 1967). 

The majority of . instructors in the Navy tec^inical schools are 
enlisted military; the remainder represent a balance., being civilian and 
officer instructors. Less than one-third of all technical school instructors 
are volunteers for instructor duty (Stone, 1975). . • . 
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A NAVPERS. Detailer selects an individual! for instructor duty to. 
fin a potential vacancy-. Thus^ preliminary assignment to a location is^^ 
mado at the/^time an individual is selected, and a student i n Instructor 
Training generally knows the training command to which he is Assigned. 
Most often, it is not until after the student graduates from Instructor 
training School and arrives at the training command that he learns the . 
specific school to which he will be assigned and the course he will 
teach. In some areas, if an individual attending Instructor training 
School 'is assigned to the Service School Command, the Instructor Training 
School personnel will learn of his schooJ assignment while he is attending 
Instructor*" Training. The student is then assigned to the appropriate 
Instructor Basic course track contingent upon his school assignment. 

INSTkuCTOR SELECTION PREREQUISITES. Tlie consensus among management 
personnel at the Instructor Training and Navy technical- schocfTs vi.sHted 
was that instructors' who had requested (i.e., volunteered Tor) instructor 
duty were generally better instructors than those who did not. 

At the AUW School, Orlando,, a sample of 50 instructors was chosen 
from available instructors. A ^tiestionnaire (see appendix F) was adminisl^^red 
to the instructors to'determine if they had requested instructor duty. 
In addition:, the. instructors' personnel service records were chetked in 
an attempt to vali-date their questionnaire responses regarding instructor 
dut^^ requests. -The latter endeavor was unsuccessful as most of the 
service records did not contain Special Duty Request forms. 

.Quarterly performance evaluations were obtained for each of.thfe 50 
instructors (both' the CNTECHTRA GEN 1540/42 and a local AUW School 
evalu^ition form were in the records). To obtain a relative measure of 
each instructor's performance, mean performance ratings were computed 
for each instructs by assigning a numerical value to each category 
description on the two evaluation forms (for the CNTECHTRA GEN 1540/42, 
superior = 5, competent = 3, requires additional training = 1; for^ the 
AUW form used prior to 1 973, " outstanding = 5^ excellent = 4 , sati sfactory = 3 
acceptable = 2, unsatisfactory =1 )/ Mean quarterly performance evaluation 
ratings (4-0) of instructors who requested instructor duty w^re found to 
be not significantly different from the mean performance ratings (4.1) 
of instructors who did not request instructor duty. The performance 
scores were general ly, high with 1 ittle variabil ity and did not identify ■- 
which instructors, if any, performed significantly better than others. 

In order to obtain ratings which would be more use'ful in determining 
whether instructors who request instructor duty perform better than 
those who do not, 3 senior supervisory personnel were^asked to rank 
order the 50 instructors based upon their knowledge of the instructors' 
performance. Therank order was obtained through interrater agreement . 
without regard to quarterly evaluation scores. It is believed that this 
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produced 



method of rank ordering Instructors through interrater agreement [ 
a more reliable representation of the instructors' relative performance, 
the- instructors' relative performance, as reflected in the rank ordering, 
was also found to be not significantly related to whether they requested 
or did not request instructor duty. 

DISCUSSION There are a variety of instructional strategies and instructor 
' roles in the current Navy training system. It is unlikely that one set of 
instructor prerequisites could most adequately serve the needs of tho 
many varied technical school training' programs. Increased flexibility ,. 
in 'the establ ishment of prerequisites and the selection of instructors 
to fill instructor billets is believed to be desirable. For example, 
while it may not be necessary for traditional platform instructors to be 
volunteprs for instructor^ duty, it may be highly desirable for individualized 
learninq supervisors to be volunteers. Personnel research is necessary 
4o itientify the type and degree of differentiation necessary in instructor 
prerequisites to increase the effectiveness of the instructor selection. 

' Results obtained from the questionnaire sampling of instructors at 
• the AUW School, Orlando, do not support the hypothesis that men who 
request instructor cuty make better instructors than men who do not 
request 'instructor duty. However, taking into consideration possible _> 
■differencr>s 'Specific to the AUW School, it is believed that these results 
Should not be generalized to the entire Navy instructor manpower population 
without further study. 

Although it was not demonstrated in this study that volunteers 
perform better than non-volunteers, recent work done by the Individualized 
•Learning Development Group (ILDG), San Diego, indicated that men who 
initially requested instructor duty had a significantly higher probability 
of requesting subsequent tours of instructor duty than men whodid not^ 
initially request it (SERVSCOLCOM, NTC, San Diego, 1972). Their results 
indicate that there may be substantial cost savings in selecting volunteers 
for instructor. duty. With more individuals serving two or more tours of 
instructor duty, fewer new instructors would have to be trained. 

In a number of the technical schools visited, sc„hool management 
pprsonnel expressed the need for p)re subject-matter qualified instructors. 
Although instructors had acciuired the skills to instruct, some reputedly 
arrived at the technical school with inadequate knowledge -of- the specific 
subject which they were required to teach. Thus, r^etraining in the 
technical area is necessary for these individuals before they are able 
to perform as qualified technical instructors. ' • 

When there is a shortage of subject-matter experts in a particular 
rate it is necessary for NAVPERS to establish a reasonable trade 
off between the need for technically qualified instructors and the need 
for subject-matter experts in-other noninstructor billets. While there 
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is need for subject-matter experts in operational units, assigning 
individualr. to instructor duty who are not technically qualified can 
significantly decrease the efficiency of the training operation,. First, 
it increases the amount of in-service training time necessary to prepare 
a man to teach. Second, lower quality technical instructors may produce 
trainees who function at. a lower level of competence which may ultimately 
lower the quality of readiness of the operational units. 

The CNTECHTRA AlO Manual (1974) -specifies that it is the "responsibility 
of the activity to which the prospective instructor/learntng supervisor 
is being ordered.:.^a notify the cognizant Instructor Training course of 
the particular path he is to enter." Through interviews with personnel 
at various technical schools and Instructor Traini,l^g Schools, it was 
learned th^t the man's school ass-ignnient is not made known to. the Instructor 
Training Scitool staff. There appears to be a lack'^of coordination 
between the training an instructor receives and his job assignment. The 
point in time at which an indivitlual is assigned to instruct a particular 
course or courses at a particular school is often after he completes 
Instructor Training. When there was only one Instructor Training./curriculum, 
this^situation was not of serious consequence. However, now with the 
traditional and learning supervisor tracks, it is of great importance 
that an individual's job assignment be made early in order that he may 
receive, the appropriate training for that. job. 

CURRICULUM ..... . . ' 

It is not the intent of* this study to make detailed curriculum 
change recommendati'ons. However, the tracks or paths of student flbw^ 
through the Instructor Training School will be analyzed in this sub- 
section. 

The cpmmoh core of the current Instructor Basic course, with the 
conventional (traditional) track, was approved for implementation by 
CNTECHTRA in mid-1974 for the six Instructor 3asic courses under its 
curriculum control. The Individualized Learning Supervisor (ILS) Track 
is (at the time of this writing) under detailed development by the 
Instructor Basic course curriculum model manager at Instructor Training 
School, San Diego (under direction of CNTECHTRA). The student flow for 
the existing course is as follows: 
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Conventional 
(Traditional ) 
Platform 
Teaching 
(Track I) 



Common Core of 
Instructor 
Basic Course 
(A-012-OOn)' 



Individual ized 

Learning. 

Supervisor 

(irs) 

(Track II) 



Although there are only two official tracks to the Instructor Basic 
Course (A-012-0011) there are several other existing formal courses lYi^ 
various states of implementation under the Instructor Traimng.School s 
control that might be considered additional tracks or paths since they 
:mm open to instructor or staff personnel. They include courses- identified 
iW appendix G. 

The six Instructor Basic courses which are the basis of this study 
are located .at the Instructor Schools in Memphis,^ San Diego, _Great - . 
Lakes, Norfolk, Groton, and Newport (appendix G). All locations were 
visited and observed to be in full operation,^wel 1 oi^gan^f^' ^el' . 
administered, and to have extremely high morale, especially the starts Tor 
the Instructor Basic Course. The latest two-track Instructor Basic 
Curriculum is at various stages of implementation in the six -locations.- 
Copies of the current curriculums for all courses under the Instructor 
Schools are available from CNTECHTftA; Memphis. Curriculum recommendations 
(and proposed tracks) are found in section V of- this report. 

INSTRUCTOR BASIC COURSE STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 

r' 

This subsection presents an analysis of the data and opi.nions _ 
obtained from the Instructor Basic Course Staff Questionnaire (which is 
described with detailed responses in appendix B) . A composite picture 
of each typical staff member and his opinions and recommendations are 
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also presented. R-ecomnendations bas.ed on .the questionnaire concerning 
the instructor training staff are found in section.V of this report. 

TYPICAL STAFF PERSONNEL. According to responses to -the quesjtionnaire- 
the Instructor School staff personnel display the following profiTes: 

1. Typical Director. He is a Navy officer, has been on the job . 
sfewen months, has completed college, has completed Instructor Baste 
Course, has not taught in civilian life, has previous military experience 
in training, prefers military to civilian instructors for Instructor 
School, has varied opinions aboi)>t combining Instructor courses into, 
fewer locations, is in favor of a curriculum^conference, and favors the 
course enlisted supervisor to represent him (with Jiimself or the senior 
education specialist as second choice). He has-neVer visited another 
Instructor Basic Course, believes it is difficult to make important 

curriculum changesV 'and does"'not think hts-sctioGT'-s-opi™^^^ _ 

reflected in the current curriculum. He believes volunteers make better 
instructors, would like to raise the minimum 3.4 performance evaluation 
instructor selection requirement, and . thinks the Instructor Basic Course 
staff is manned adequately. 

2. Typical Instructor Basic Course Senior Education .Specialist . 
He is a GS-12, has been on the job 6.9 years, has a Master's degree, has 
graduated from Instructor' Basic and Naval Schools Management Courses, _ 
has taught either high school or college, has a good background teaching 
military courses, and is either retired military or ex-military. He has 
no strong preference for military versus civilian instructors, does not 
want to see the Instructor courses combined, and is in favor .of a, curriculum 
review conference to be represented by himself and/or the enlisted 
supervisor. 

He seldom, if ever, has visited other Instructor courses but 
keeps in touch by phone or mail.' He believes he can make changes to the . 
curriculum with rout'me difficulty, and the current curriculum otily half 
reflects his viewpoints. He believes the Instructor Quarterly Evaluation 
form needs revision to reflect the Individual Learning Supervisor and 
has strong viewpoints about what makes good or poor instructors. He 
believes the manning level of the Instructor Basic Course is not adequate. 

3. Typical Instructor Basic Course Civilian Instructor . He is a 
GS-9 who was hired as a GS-7, has been on the job 4.4 years, has a B.S. 
degree, has taught high school, elementary school or college, has taught 
a Class "A" or "C" Navy School, and is either retired military or ex- 
military. He teaches 33 hours per week, prepares for class 2.6 hours 
weekly, and has .6 hours weekly administrative duties. He derives a 
great deal of satisfaction from his job, believes, the job leads to 

faster promotion, believes civilians have more to offer teaching Instructor 
Basic, is divided on the question of a centralized Instructor Basic 
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Course, and is in favor of a curriculum conference to be represented by 
military and civilians. He' believes the curriculum, n-'^eds revision, does 
not believe the current curriculum reflected his schoqlVs inputs, and is 
satisfied with the current Instructor Quarterly Evaluation Form. 

4. Typical Instructor Basic Course Military Instructor . He is a 
Chief or First Class Petty Officer selected from among 25 different 
rates, has t'iught an average of 1 year 3 months in the Navy, and has 
completed high school or GED. He has completed 1% "A" Schools, 1 "B" 
School, and % "C" Schools. He has not taught , civilian schools but has 
taught 2% years "A" School, 2 years "B," 3.4 years "C" and 6.1 years " 
informal, shipboard. He has taught the conventional track of Instructor 
Basic, teaches 21.5 hours per week, prepares for. his class-^.vB hours per 
week, and has 6.8 hours per week administrative duties. 

^ ~ "^He-requested -th-i5-4n^'tructor^. tour-^ the_Instructor 

Basic staff to teach it, is on his first tour teaching Instructor "Basic, 
and plans to request another tour. He feels he is losing his technical 
expertise but is^ very satisfied with his job even though he feels it 
does not lead to faster'promotion. He further believes this job enhances 
his status, prestige^ and career. 

He prefers military over civilian instructors for Instructor ^ 
Basic and has no firm opinion about combining the Instructor courses \ 
into fewier locations. He is very much in favor of a curriculum review 
conference and. would like to be represented by a military instructor or 
supervisor but has no strong objection to civilian representation. 

He does not insist on volunteer instructors and does ^not want 
to raise the instructor 3.4 performance. instructor selection, prerequisite. 
He prefers the Instructor Quarterly Evaluation form as it is, has strong 
opinions about what constitutes a good or bad instructor, and thinks his 
school is understaffed. ' 

FINDINGS. ' Responses, to the questionnaire (appendix B) are summarized and 
'briefly analyzed as follows: . „ 

1. Staff Education and Teac hing Background (see appendix B, questions 
3-6, 9-lOA, 12).' 

The Instructor Basic Course staff is fairly well educated 
(civilian training). Eighty-six percent of the platform instructors have 



For each item, the appendix is identified and the relevant questions 
from the questionnaire which has been analyzed are listed. , 
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completed high school (or equivalent) dr taken some college courses ^ 
The requirement that Instructor School directors, attend the Navy, Schools 
Management Course is not well enforced., 

2. Expendit ure of Time by Instructors (see appendix B, question 12} 

On the-'surface, civilian instructors teach considerably more 
hours than military, but the military spend more timein areas of course 
development and evaluation of instructors than do civilians. 

3. Job Satisfaction (see appendix B, questions 15, 17, 18, 19, 
20, 21). 

Despite 54 percent of the military instructors believing, they 
are losing their technical expertise by teaching Instructor School, 63 
percent state they plan to ask for another tour of instructor duty. It 
is not known if the 66 percent of military instructors who volunteered 
fop-. i.nstrurtor duty are the source of the 73 percent selected by the 
Instructor School staff to remain to teach. 

There is an apparent high morale among the instructor and 
supervisor staff of the Instructor Basic Course. It is also apparent, 
that military instructors do not necessarily go i nto teachi ng to speed 
up promotion nor do they feel they are promoted faster as a result of 
being an Instructor Basic instructor. Nevertheless almost all of the 
military and civilian instructors on the staff believed their job enhanced 
their status, pres-tige, and career. Not a single one believed he was a 
"second-class citizen." Instructors are probably inspired by job 
status far more than by career opportunity. It is probable that most 
are Chief Petty Officers who may feel they have already reached the top. 
For whatever reason, instructors at the Navy Instructor Basic Courses 
are proud of their job and tiappy to be In it. 

4. Civilian '-' S. Military Instructors (see appendix B-, questions 22, 
23, 24). ' ' ■ ~^ ; _ . 

The regular periodic turnover of military Instructors assures 
that students are exposed to instructors with a variety of different 
rates. This -is a strong argument for the proponents of using mil itary 
instructors. The proponents' position is that military instructors 
bring. in a steady flow of fresh, experience to the classroom and this in 
turn keeps the class alive. ' • 

The military instructors and staff place a great deal of 
emphasis on rapport with studen-ts and understanding of military problems. 
Although 77 percent of the civilians are former military men, the question 
of recency of their military experience is a consideration. However, 
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the civilian staff is definitely military oriented.. The consensus among 
military supervisors visited during the study was that three years is 
the maximum for a military instructor to remain ^'fresh'^ in a teaching 
assignment. The civilians visited expressed the opinion that permanency 
in their positions was an advantage as it contributed stability to the 
constant turnover in military pers^el . Half of the military personnel, 
however, believe that the permanency of civilian positions was a disadvantage 

5. Curriculum Conference and Workshop (see appendix B/questions 
27, 28). . . 'T^ 

On January 17, 1975, in conjunction with the Orlando conference 
,on "Military Instructor Training in' Transition," a Curriculum Workshop 
Planning Conference was held in'^Orlando and attended by key Instructor 
Jraining School and CNTECHTRA staff personnel. It was tentatively 
'agreed by staff representatives that an actual workshop should be considered 
by CNTECHTRA to convene sometime in October 1975. The attendees at the 
January 17 conference agreed that the* workshop should be attended by 
working level personnel with detailed knowledge of the curriculum. 

6. Information Exchange and Curriculum Revision (see pppendix B, 
questions 29 through 33T 

The extent to which Instructor Basic course administrators' 
exchange course information has bjsen very small, especially as far Sis. 
visits were concerhed. This is showing signs of improvement such as the ' 
representation at the January 15-17, 1975, "Military Instructor Training 
in Transition" conference in Orlando plus other exchange vis-its by 
Instructor course personnel . 

Concerning the question of which area of the Instructor Basic 
curriculum is in need of, revision, the staff is a reservoir of ideas for 
curriculum change apolicabl^ to both individual schools and all schools. 
About 74 percent of the total staff had at least one recommended change 
to the curriculum which is further evidence of the need for a curriculum 
workshop. *-Di)^actors believe curriculum changes are more difficult to 
process than da ^tie civilian senior education specialists. ^ 

Among permanent personnel, the belief is that the current curriculum 
did not reflect alT.^^their recommendations. Among the personnel with 
greater turnover (military instructors ancl supervisors), the results are 
inconclusive. It is noted that due to the. turnover of military staff 
few of them were in the Instructor Basic school when the task analysis 
and coordination meetings for the current* curriculum were conducted.' 
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7. Instructor Prerequisites a jpd Selectioii (see appendix B, questions 

13-21,34)': ^ ■ ^ - — ^ ~' * ^ ^ 

Although the Chief Petty Officers on the Instructor Basic 
staff are topnotch, their chances of ever being assigned a second tour, 
teaching Instructor Basic are slim. Apparently half the staff believe 
other factors, contribute to making a successful instructor besides high 
mentality and volunteering for the duty. 

8. Identification of Good Instructors (see apper>dix B, questions 
36-38) . 

The Instructor. Basic course staffs describe a successful 
conventional (traditional) instructor as follx)Ws: 

The instructor mtist be a topnotch, dynamic, career-oriented 
Petty Officer with a- remaining tour of duty. He muSt have a positive, 
enthusiastic attitude, be tactful , devoted to duty, desirous of further 
education, especially college (with a major in education) He must be a 
showman, be considerate of others' feelings, like to help others, and be 
a good listener. He must have a curious intellect, be patient, be able ' 
to deal with hostility, understand human needs and goals, and maintain a 
strong military, bearing and a good rapport w.ith the class. He must have 
common sense, Keep the school mission in mind,- be honest with students, 
be relatively outspoken, open-minded, and have a .professional academic . . 
attitude. Finally,- he must want to teach whether, or not he volunteered 
Tor the job. It is of jnterest that McGehee and Thayer (1961) identified 
19 Traits and Abilities of a Good Instructor,^' and th'ey were almost 
identical to the above traits independently identified by the Instructor 

Basic Course staffs. . 

*■ ' 

The Successful ILS is pictured much like the platform instructor 
described above. The distinguishing feature is that the ILS must be better 
able to discriminate between individual differences^, be able to analyze 
problem areas, and^ to assist in selecting remedies to alleviate them. 
He must be- trained in academic counseling to a far greater extent- than 
is the traditional platform instructor. , 

. . 9. Individua lized Learning Supervisor (ILS) Track (see appendix 
B, questions lOA, 38) . 

' Not all instructors have actual experience in being ILS's. The 

question of "Who teaches the teachers?"; that is, who tWci)es the staff 
to teach the new ILS track of the curriculum when it is implemented, is 
a valid one. The manner in which iL is sometimes accomplished is .for an 
instructor or supervisor to visit the San Diego Instructor course and 
observe the new curriculum in operation. 
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10. Instructor Manpower (see appendix B, question 39). 

Although there may be an actual -desire and need' for more 
instructors in Instructor School, thvs is a manpower availability problem 
and is beyond the scope of this study. There was no evidence that the 
six courses were suffering from a manpower shortage except for/ special 
projects (e.g., developrpent by^San Diego of the curriculum and new ILS 
track) that seriously deplete rttanpower, torxing -a- choice-of either 
prolonging development, "asking for extra help, or giving priority to the 
classroom. 



11. Instructor Quarterly Evaluation (see appendix B, question 35). 

Over hal^ the staff members have recommendations to make 
• concerning revision of the Instructor Quarterly Evaluation form in*" ^ 
CNTECHTRAINST 1540.12 (1973), and it appears that a general overhaul of the 
form is required.' Most significant is a requirement to make the form 
more useful for ILS, shop, and lab. There are instructors who conduct 
no platform teaching (e:g., Basic Electronics and Electricity School, „ 
San Diego) who require a revised form. The subject of this evaluation 
form will be treated fully in a following subsection. 

ASSESSMENT 

In 'this .section, the instructor quarterly evaluation process and 
the method of obtaining post-training feedback of instructor performance 
are examined. In additiori,The issue of grading instructor trainees is 
analyzed. ' \ ' 

INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION. The CNTECHTPAINST 1540.12 specifies the guide- 
lines and p^rocedures to be used in evaluating Navy technical school 
instructors. Instructors and liS's are required to bo evaluated at 
quarterly during .the 'year. The primary objective of the instructor 
evaluation is to identify deficiencies in the presentation of instruction 
in order that appropriate measures may be initiated to improve the 
quality of instruction. In the introduction to the "Guide for the 
Evaluation of Instruction^' (CNTECHTRAINST 1540.12), some of the problems 
inhe'rent in the evaluation of instructors are recognized. The evaluation 
-proees5-^ndorsed in this instruction represents an emphasis on the 
instructors'/learning supervisors' effectiveness during a given class 
period. ^ , * 

The instruction suggests that a training off icer, .instructional 
supervisor, civilian training specialist, or senior instructor conduct 
the evaluation. The eval uator observes an instructor or\learning super- 
visor conducting a class session and is allowed the option to make 
either a scheduled or an unscheduled evaluation. The CNTECHTRA GEN 1540/42, 
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Instructor Evaluativ:5n Record, figure 1, is. used by the evaluator in- 
making his appraisal of the instructor's performance. The format of. the 
'instructor evaluation record provides the opportunity to make , narrati ve , ■ 
comments --in .areas of..(l) elements of a learnthg session, (2j techniques, 
and (3) student response. In addition, it provides for yes/no responses 
in the ai^eas of (1) student achievement of objectives, (2) use of media 
and/or facilities, and (3) subject matter knowledge.. Finally, the evaluation 
form provides for a general rating of . the instruction in terms of either 
"superior," "competent ,"■ or "requires additionaltraining to qualify." 

Instructions regarding the conduct of the evaluation emphasize the 
necessity of establishing . rapport with the instructor prior to the evalua- 
tion process, becoming familiar with' the instructional materials prior to 
the lesson presentation and conducting a post-evaluation conference to 
di.scuss the evaluation with the instructor. 

Discussion. While considerable research has been accomplished to identify 
and quantify universal criteria of effective instruction, little progress - 
has been made to date (Melching and Whitmore, 1973; Ornsteih, 1973). There 
is general agreement in the education and training literature, however, that 
meaningful evaluation of instructor effectiveness is contingent upon accurate 
determination Of the tasks engagecl in by instructors in the performance of 
their job. A problem then in attempting to identify universal ly applicable 
criteria of instructor effectiveness is that within the Navy there are 
many diverse roles for instructors and, therefore, many diverse tasks 
engaged in by instructors. In an age where standardization simplifies 
the task of training management and increases quality control, there is 
a tendency in the Navy to standardize the components of the instructor 
training system. However, with the increasing foraplexity of Navy training, 
there 'is a concomitant tendency for the instructorsk rol e within the 
technical schools to become more specialized. There ar.^_, for example, 
some instructors who design instructional materials exclCrsi vely and , do 
not engage in any teaching. In addition, the job requirements of the 
ILS differ considerably from those of the "platform'instructor. Duties 
such as Senior Counselor in the -Student Preventive Counsel ing\Program 
can also chang-e the job requirements of .the instructor. Thus, .while 

■ standardization can be an effective means to assuring quality controjs 
care must be taken to insure that adequate flexibility to meet the needs 
of the many varied technical training programs is not sacrificed.\The ^ 
input received from a number of technical schools visited was that'xthe 
Instructor Quarterly Evaluation form (CNTECHTRA 'GEN r540/42) was not.. 

, sufficiently flexible for them to evaluate their instructional persom^el . 

'some schools have developed 'thei r own experimental instructor evaluation 
-forms which they feel better meet their needs than does the CNTECHTRA X 
GENO 540/42. / " 
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INSTRUCTION 

•0 CNTECHTRA 'GEN 


EVALUATION RECORD 

1 5iO/'id (9-72) 


S/N Oi97'TFO-3950 . - ^ 


{ A T t 


'■-TMOOl 


PHASE/UN t T''PEK 1 00 


1 NSTRUCT0R/LtA4?N 1 N^i SUPENWSOR j 


RATE/GR AOE 



LESSON TOPIC 



. ■ r ' ■ - 

NATURE OF LESSON , . 

n^KiH., . ■ * Q ^f^OGRAMKED INSTRUCTION [J INDIVIDUALIZED LEARNING [_] 


KNOWLEDGE 


Evaluator^ has Q prpviewed th*/ i nst ructor guide and objectives, modules, or 


programmed bookh^t^v. 


has not (Signature) 










GUIDE FOR EVALUATION 


. , COMMENTS 


tLEMENTS OF A LEARNING .SESSION*. 

1. Students are prepared for learning, 
a. Objectives are provided. 

p: Motivated in terms of: 

(l) How the material i> to be used. 

(?) why.thf* material needs to be learned. 

2. Rnpport is est r\b 1 i .ihed and maintained in a 
profe':.si onal manner. 

3. Attainment of objectives are reached, 
ampTified, and reinforced, as necessary. 


„ / 




TECriNlQUES: 

1. Evidence of effective use of: 
a.. Personal characteristics. 


i» 



D. Instructional skills and media. 
2. Flexibility In adjusting to class and 
extemporaneous situations. 
Mana^jement of time. - 

SruDENT response: 

1. Pvidenr.p of student/ i nst rue tor Interaction. 

2. Class, involvement. 



3. 

li . 
5. 


Evlderif:e of attainment of oh jec t i veso t hrojg h 
tests; 'heckoff .:riterion objectives sheet. 
Choice and use of resources. 
Demonstrates sel f-m-maiement . 




O.i'j 


the students achieve the object iv.es? 




Did the instructor/student, use media and/^or facilities advantageously? 


Old the ins^. ructnr possf^ss^id'^'luate knowledge of 


the topic? 


GEN 
□ 


ERAL EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION 

SUPERIOR ■ n COMPETENT 


1 REQUIRES ADDITIONAL TRAINING TO QUALIFY 


ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (Us. oth^r sid. ,1 mor. .p.c. rcou.reo^ 



rigure I. instrucror tvaiudLiqn KPcora' 
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GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATlt)N 
This gfilde Is designed to a0sl9t>-vboth the evaluator 
and the Instructor In Improving Ir^atructlon. They 
should discuss the notes m«de on It soon after the 
• observed lesson. "* The relationship between the 

Instructor and evaluator must be one of understand- 
... l-ng and cooperation In which both work to reach the 
(jsame goal of obtaining the best Instruction possible. 
"^"Usc the following procedures for observation and 
Improvement: 

1. -Instructors should be apprised that the purpose 

of n visit Im tp assist In the Improvement of 

instruction , not to partlclpatet^io, the class 

work.- ^ 

2. Inform yourself about the Instructor, students, 

and work underway. 6. 

3. Arrive before the class s-tarts. Locate a suitable 
place for observation. If late, enter and locate 7. 
yourself as quickly and Inconspicuously as possl** 

ble. Evaluate only tl at segment and the learning 
session you actually have observed. 

8. 

4. Avoid being conspicuous when taking notes. 

5. Use the Items In the left hand column as a guide 
for the evaluation of the session. Evaluate all 



\ 



OF INSTRUCTION 

applicable items! enter meaningful comments 
rather than grades or single words. Hake 8ug~ 
gestlons for the Improvement of weak areas and 
commend the instructor on the strong points of 
instruction. . Remember that because of varied 
personalities and backgrounds , individual instruc- 
tors may use differing styles and teaching 
approaches to effectively sccoaplish thiiir goals.) 
of ' sigaif icance la that the 'elements of good ^ 
instructional practices are implemented rather 
than any one "lock-step" system of presenting 
information. An overall evaluation ahould be 
given on the baals of superiort competent, and 
requlrea additional training Co qualify. Place 
evaluation analyaia in the^ space provided. ' 

Provide the Instructor with a completed copy of 
Che evaluation guide. " / 

Obaerve the inatructor In varioua teaching situa** 
tlonst teaching knowledge and akill, learning or 
supervising programmed In8trjcti9n, etc. 

Maintain a file of evaluation gulde^ for each 
instructor for uae in determining the extent of 
his improvement. 



ENTER ADDIUONAL COMMENTS FROM OTHER SIDE OF GUrOE 



CNTECHTRA-GEN 1540/42 {9«72) (BACK) 



Figure 1. Instructor Evaluation Record (continued) 
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Regarding- the evaluator, a requirement that (?ach stuapnt in Instructor 
Training School will receive instruction and evaluatii.»i from at least 
three staff instructors i s-, specif ied- in XNTT-AIO (par. 4,3.1). A modified 
extension of this requirement to the eval uati on "of instructors on the 
job in the technical schools would contribute to-inrreased reliability - 
of ratings and increased range of evaluative input for th(? instructor. 
Depending on the number of staff available to conduct evaluations, ^t 
least two. and possibly three different, evaluators -should conduct the 
four required instructor evaluations each year. 

Another area to consider is that of formal training for the evaluators 
Althoucj^h CNTECHTRAINST 1540.12 and CNTT-AIO specify guideline's such as 
■''what to look for, how. to proceed, forms , timing, critique, and records," . 
there is evidence that formal training In evaluation is likely to increase 
validity and- rel iabi 1 ity of decisions, and discrimination of measurement 
.(Rjlton, 1972). An evaluation instrument is, only as effective as the' 
degree, to which the evaluator is skilled in using it. Thus, the degree 
to which instructor evaluators need i.iore formal or in-service training 
sh.Quld be determined and .increased training in evaluation be developed. 

• . 

Guide-lines in CNTT-AIO (par. 4.6.1.5) specify that a follow-up 
conference be* arranged by the ev.aluator in order that goals may be set 
for the improvement of the instructor evaluated. ,3 This is a critical 
element in, the evaluation prbc^ss, the goal of improving the quality 
of instruction through evaluation is to be achieved. Although instructions 

. orf the instructor quarterly evaluation'form (CNTECHTRA GEN 1540/42) 
specify that the evaluator will schedule foTlow-Up conference with 
instructor/learqing supervis'or, there n's no section on the form specific- 
ally titled "recommendations for improvementVand "follow-up" to those 
recommendations. . Art eval uator may ente:- such under the section "addi-^ 
tional comments," but it is believed !hat the lack of specific sections 
for recommend'^itions and follow-up needle'ssly deemphasize the importance 

•of this step in the evaluation process; -The^ -'Instructor Evaluation 
Check^list" (U.S. Air Force, ATC Form 281," 1973) is similar in design to 
the Navy form, but one-th^rd of the form is devoted' to sec'tions on 
"Comments and Recommenda-^n'ons for Improvement" and "Follow-up." 

FEEDBACK OF INSTRUCTOR PERFORMANCE, A description^of the current method 
of obtaining feedback information regarding instructdr performance is 
presented in this subsection. Eval uati ve. comments concerni ng this 
method are also provided. =^ 

(t 

To obtain feedback information, CNTECHTRA (Code 016-2A) implemented 
an Instructor.Training^Survey in Jurje 1974. Although the Instructor 
Traininq Syrvey has 'not'" been in operation long enough at the time of 
this writing to generate sufficient data for analysis, a few areas 
warrant comment. The survey consi,Sts "of a'- form which is self-addressed 
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by each student instructor prior to graduation. Approximately six 
months following graduation, the forms are mailed to the graduates. The 
^primary emphasis of the survey form, CNTECHTRA GEN 1500/8 (6-74), shown 
in figure 2^ is an evaluation of 12 course topic areas of 5. categories . 
When completed, each survey form is mailed to CNTECHTRA (Code 0162A) for 
semiannual compilation of the results. .The summarization analysis and 
tRfe indiviHual -forms are then forwarded to the appropriate instructor 
training school. ° Data pbtained from the survey forms, together with 
other data, will be utilized by CNTECHTRA, the Course Curriculum Model 
Manager (Instructor Training^'School , San Diego), and the Instructor 
Training School's to make changes" in the course curriculum in order to. 
improve the quality and relevance of instructor training. 

Discussion . An effective program of evaluative feedback will provide 
objective data about not only the degree to which instructors have 
acquired the behaviors specified in the Instructor "Training learning 
objectives, but also the degree to which Instructor Training course 
objectives relate to the actual task requirements of the job. This is 
especially important as the implementation of instructional technology 
and the systems approach to training impact the role of the instructor 
and change the task requirements of the instructor on the job. For 
unlike most of the technical schools that typically train individuals 
for a limited range of job assignments, the instructor training school 
graduates are assigned to teach in a variety of Navy technical schools. 
They are faced, then, with a great variety of instructional settings-. 
Currently, Training Schools graduate "platform" instructors and some 
."ILS" inbtructors. The underlying philosophy of the instructor training 
program is that the role of the instructor in Navy technical schools 
today is sufficiently similar so that one general two-track program of 
instructor basic training c^n adequately prepare a man for most instructor 
as^'^ignments. However, in order to insure that the current instructor 
training program is adequately prepari ng 'men to perform well in the 
variety of Navy technical school settings, it is necessary that accurate 
evaluative feedback he obtained from the technical schools regarding the 
job-k^elevance of the Instructor Basic course Ip^rning objectives. 

In order to insure a reasonable return- rate, the Instructor Training 
Survey form. was designed so that it couTd be completed simply ;and quickly 
by the instructors on the job. While this will preserve efficiency and 
expediency of return, current work in the area of feedback indicates 
that this may resul t in- some degree of effectiveness being sacrificed. 
In order to determine the effectiveness of. an instructional system and 
to provide a basis for improving and updating the system, a program of 
feedback should provide objective-data regarding the on-the-job activities 
and performance of the graduates of the particular instructional system 
(Tracey, 1971). The current Instructor Training Survey, however, asks 
respondents to evaluate the ade-quacy of course topic areas such as 
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INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SURVEY 

CN-TECHTRA.GEN 1 SOO/fl («-743 
S/N 0 197- TFO- 2980 



Hetp improve the Instructor Trmining Bmaic Course by ^' couplet in i the 
foUowini survey. No aiinature ia necessary. Fo!d, atcple, mnd mai(. 



1. DID YOU VOLUNTEER FOR INSTRUCTOR DUTY? 



2, HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT INSTRUCTING? 



□ I 1 DON'T I 1 NO PARTICULAR Lll 
'-"^^ I { LIKE IT I I OR DISLIKES ' 



3. WULO YOU VOLUNTEER FOR A SECOND TOUR OF INSTRUCTOR DUTY? 



□ 



□ 



Place an "X' m the appropriate eolumn opposite the topte* eovered in (fie Instructor Batie Courte, More than one cheek per 



TOPICu 


A 

HELPED 


a 

NO HELP 


C 

MORE EMPHASIS 


0 

LESS EMPHASIS 


E 

NOT NEEDED IN 
PRESEm* BILLET 


a. FACTORS AFFECTING LEARNING 












b, TRAINING TASK ANALYSIS 












C, LEARN ING uoJECTIVES 


1 










d. CRITERION TESTS 












0, INSTRUCTOR GUIDES 












f. INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS AND TECHNIQUES 












g. iNSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA AND TECHNKXJES 












h. CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 












i. COUNSELING 












}, EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION 












k, TEST ITEW CONSTRUCTION 












1 , PRACTICE TEACH ING 

(1) ILLUSTRATED LECTURE 






• 






(2) DEMONSTflATJON/«-PERFORMANCE 






C 







5, WHAT TOPICS. IF ANY. SHOULD. BE ADDED TO THE COURSE? WHYT 



B. INSTRUCTOR TRAINtNG SCHOOL A-'^ENDED (fxrcie one) 

PROTON NEWPORT NORFOLK GREAT LAKES MEMPHIS SAN DIEGO 



7. . PRIMARY INSTRUCTIONAL DUTY (Circ 
CLASSROOM LAD/SHOP 'HPIIH^* 


e one ) 

■ Curriculum test company 

' ncv/n rt»UE:uT WRITPR COtAJANDER 


SUPERVI SOR 


OTHER . 






a. MONTHS ACTUAL TEACHING 




/' 


HOURS PER WEEK 


TYPE SCHO?IL 
•R" 


(Circle one) 
A- "C" 


OR 


'F- 


9. THIS SURVEY COMPLETED BV 






1 1 OFFICER INSTRUCTDR 


DATE 








[3 ENLISTED INSTRUCTOR 















Figure Z''. Instructor Training Survey 
25 



TAEG Report No. 17 



.factors affecting le-arn^ing, training task analysis, and learning objectives 
and does not elicit information regarding the job-task frequency or 
adequacy of training for the job-tasks. A preferable format to obtain 
evaluative feedback would be the use of performance based job-task ■ ^ 
statements. 

Not only are the use of job task statements important, in obtaining 
effective objective feedback data, but the dimensions along which the 
job-tasks are rated also influence the utility and objectivity of the 
feedback data collected. It is believed that the evaluative dimensions 
(helped, ho help, more emphasis, less emphasis, and not needed in present 
billet) of the current Instructor Survey form are somewhat redundant. 
The situations in which a topic area was "no help" would more than 
likely also be "less emphasis" and/or "not needed in present billet." 
In ^addition, although these dimensions may allow identification of 
general problem areas, a rating of "more emphasis" on instructor guides, 
for example, does not identify what it is about the instructor guide 
topic that needs ."more emphasis" and/or how much more emphasis is 
needed. ■ • 

The biographic data which is obtained by the form is good- Questions 
regarding volunteering for instructor duty may provide data which will 
be very useful to individuals concerned with instructor selection (see 
Instructor Selection and Assignment, section II). 

TAEG has retently completed a detailed study of feedback (Dyer, 
Ryan and Mew, 1975).. In this study, a number of'^eedback instruments 
were used experimentally with graduates and their supervisors in the 
Radioman "A" School, San Diego. The variables studied included methods 
of collecting feedback Jata, source of the data, optimum interval for 
post-graduation data collection, and methods of analysis and utilization 
of the feedback data. Results of the study indicated that questionnaires 
with task-based statements mailed to both' trainees on-the-job. and to 
their supervisors six months after graduation facilitated the return 
rate for the instruments. The feedback data were also more relevant and 
valid with task-based questionnaires. Task statements were rated along 
two dimensions, frequency of task and adequacy of school "training for 
this task. An example of this form is presented in figure 3. Examples 
of instructor task statements are included on the form in order to 
illustrate how this type of form might be utilized by Navy instructor 
training personnel. Sample letters and form instructions for trainees 
and supervisors used in the TAEG feedback study are presented in appendix I 

THE UNGRADED INSTRUCTOR BASIC COURSE. The final grades of all Instructor . 
Basic Course graduates are recorded as either pass or fail. The previous 
system of ranking graduates and the norin-x?fexenaed_-mea-suremen^^^^^ been 
totajly dropped- for final gradthg." It' has been replaced by- a criterion-, 
referenced measurement system. Presently no formal information about a 
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student's class rank or strengths and weaknesses is sent to his new 
assignment. Not all instructors, are pleased with the new system. 
CNTECHTRA (CNTECHTRAINST 1540.2) is in the process of accumulating data 
on the new approach. - 

Student records and instructor observations are, still available to 
permit information to be sent to the students' new duty station concern^na 
strengths and weaknesses although this is not being done by the six. 
CNTECHTRA Instructor Basic Courses. 

CAREER STRUCTURE 

The U.S. Navy does not have an education and training career field. 
This subsection describes the Navy's education- and training-related 
classifications for en-1 isted personnel . An overview of the education 
and training career fields of the U.S. Air Force and the Royal Navy is 
also presented. Finally, the desirability of establishing an education 
and training career field for the U.S. Navy is discussed. 

U.S, NAVY EDUCATION AND TRAINING CLASSIFICATIONS. Manual of Navy Enlisted- 
Classifications (NAVPE RS 15105-2 ) denotes the Military Training Instructors 
Classifications as serTes 9501-9503. These consist of the 9501 General 
Instructor, the 9502 Special Instructor, and the 9503 Physical Training 
Instructor. In addition, an instructor-related NEC is the 9505 Instruc- 
tional Programmer, which designates individuals who "prepare self- . 
instructional materials." 

The three instructor classifications (9501-9503) have a priority 
number of 7. The Instructional Programmer has a priority number of 6. 
Rating priorities are assigned on the basis of 1 to 8 with the lowest 
numbers indicating the highest -priorities for designation as a primary 
NEC. 

U.S. AIR FORCE. The U.S. Air Force has an Airman Education and Training . 
Career Field which encompasses a variety of functions involved in the 
development and administration of formal dnd on-the-job training programs. 
The field also encompasses functions involved in the application of the 
systems engineering concept to new or existing training curriculums and 
the development and -administration of instructional systems and materials 
for any career field or subject matter area (U.S. Air Force Manual 39-1 
(C9) A47-1, June 1972). * 

The various specialties subsumed under this career field are illustrated 
in figure^4. Training Specialists (semiskilled, Air Force Se.rvice Classi- 
fication (AFSC) 75132) and Training Technicians (AFSC 75172) are utilized 
to teach the Air Force instructor training courses. When rotated from 
instructor duty in an Instructor Training School, these individuals are 
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assigned to billets to develop, coordinate,' and administer on-the-job 
and general military training programs, perform technical training 
functions, and supervise training personnel. After completing a tour 
outside of Instructor Training School ,. they again become eligible for 
another tour of instructor duty at an Instructor Training School. The 
requirements for the 75132 and 75172 AFSCis include the specification 
that an individual must be qualified in any 5-skill level AFSC. In 
otnt-r* words, before becoming eligible for these AFSC s, an individual 
must be a qualified technician. However, although he is a qualified 
technician, once he obtains the 75132 or 75172 AFSC's, he works primarily 
in education and training assignments, related to his AFSC but not in an 
exclusively technical capacity as in the Navy. 

ROYAL NAVY. The Royal Navy has a career field for instructor officers 
called the Instructor Branch, It is comprised of approximately 630 
officers who are recruited primarily for duties in education and training. 
The branch was organized in 1962 when the reed for. a separate branch 
devoted primarily to a training role was endorsed. 

The majority of instructor officers provide instruction in the 
educational, technical, and operational components of Service Courses 
ranging from elementary work in the New Entry establishments to degree 
and postgraduate studies at the Royal Navy Colleges. The Instructor 
Branch is also responsible for standards of instructional technique and 
advises on the selection and application of training aids. Increasingly,, 
the Instructor Branch is also involved in the design and planning of 
training courses. 

Approximately 18 percent of the instructor officers are employed in 
full-time assignments outside Lhe education and training fields, ^ These 
include .Meteorological and Oceanographic duties. Automatic Deta Processing 
application. Intelligence, Operations Research, and operational appoint- 
ments * at sea. 

Although instructor officers are employed in sea appointments, 
opportunities for sea time are limited. Generally, some 10 percent of- 
the Instructor Branch are at sea at any one time. The majority of 
appointments are at shore establishments. 

The general philosophy of the Royal Navy is that the instructor 
officer is very much a Naval -officer in the fullest sense of the word 
and takes a combatant role withrin the ship's organization as the occasion 
demands. The Royal Navy endorses the need for a uniformed professional 
branch dedicated in the main to education a.nd training, one which will 
assume wider responsibilities as the Service requires (Franklin, 1975). 
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Discussion. Proficiency as an instructor in the U.S. Navy has traditionally 
blen consid ered secondary to proficiency in a technical rate. .-An individual 
H ?irs! and foremost a 'technician, and qualification as an instructor 
llbicaTly translates into a one-time, two to three yecr tour of instructor 
duir Fewer than 1 in 10 instructors serve more than 1 tour of instructor 
du^ (Stone, 1975). Among the reasons for such are the requirement to 
maintain maximum readiness among individuals in the technical specia ties, 
to insure the availability of shore billets for a variety af l^^iv duals 
as opposed to a select few, and to maintain active involvement of individuals 
with the operational sector of the Navy to ensure effectiveness in the 
.training sector. 

When the role of the Navy instructor was limited to the platform 
lecturer and lesson plan writer,, the lack of an education and training , 
caree^ fieid may well have been justifie:!. However, with the increasing 
coJli?lLity of Navy training that requires instructors to have skills in 
are^^ such as instructional systems development, task analysis, course 
del iqn! academic counseling, and individualized instructiona management, 
the question needs to be asked, are tne needs of the U.S. Navy sti 1 1 
best served by not having an education and training career field? 
Information gleaned from interviews with instructors. Navy Technical 
SchooTmanSgement personnel, and U.S. Air Force ^^d^oyal^avy personnel 
indicates that this question warrants serious consideration. Careful 
analvsis of the costs and benefits involved in establishing a Navy 
en? sted and/or officer education and training career field is necessary. 
F^ciors such as making available a more highly trained, job-satisf led 
group of career training special ists must be weighed ^Sainst the loss of 
some qeneral shore instructor duty billets and the loss of some of the 
Navy's operational technicians. 
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SECTION III 

ANTICIPATED CHANGES THAT WILL AFFECT 
. THE NAVY INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SYSTEM 

This Section presents a description of anticipated changes in the 
military, 'nidustrial, and academic environments that will impact the 
Instructor Training System in then975 to 1980 period. 

U.S.. NAVY 

CNTECHTRA is committed to the individualization of all courses 
Where feasible, but, of necessity, the availability of manpower and 
financial resources will determine the accomplishment of the projections 
(Griswold, 1975). The pace of this conversion wiTl determine the pace 
at which the ILS track' of the current Instructor Basic Course is implemented 
Fortunately, CNET and CNTECHTRA have farsightedly designed this track, 
which is scheduled to be operationally approved" during >975, as a self-, 
paced package that can be used at an increasing rate as the conventional 
track correspondingly phases down. Since the bulk of the over 4000 
formal Navy courses are still taught in the conventional manner, it is 
not anticipated that the conventional track will ever be phased put. It 
is anticipated by-CNTECHTRA that 31 Navy Class "A" Courses will be 
converted to Computer Managed Instruction (CMI) by FY 1979. Conversion 
of Class "A" courses to Instructor Managed Instruction (IMI) is projected 
as 88 courses by FY 1979. At present, an in-service program at Memphis 
is being conducted to indoctrinate select Instructor Basic graduates and 
others into the CMI system. 

INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY. As stated previously, CNTECHTRA is committed 
to the individualization of all courses where feasible. No attempt will 
be made- to predict which technique will be used for the individualizations 
and which technology will predominate in the Navy, However, the major 
options are analyzed below. 

1. C omputer Managed Instruction (CMI) . CMI is expensive. However,, 
whether cost effective or not, there is no alternative for the Navy but 
to increasingly implement CMI if any significant number of its over 4000 
courses are to become self paced and individualized, which is the trend 
of current educational technology in general and' the Navy in particular 
(Middleton, et al . , 1974). There are over 30 Navy-wide courses with 
throughputs of 1000 to 2000 students per year that are potential CMI- 
structured courses and approximately 18 courses of over 2000 to 8000 
students that are candidates for conversion to CMI (Middleton, et al . , 
1974). This conversion would demand a corresponding increase, Tn ILS 
instructors, x. 
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2. Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) . CAI is only implemented . 
in Navy training on an experimental basis, with few exceptions , suc^ as 
the Basic Radio Course (USMC, Twentynine Palms). The expense of course 
writing for direct computer terminal use for converting thousands^/ 
Navy courses to GAI self pacing staggers the imagination. There are 
over 65 different languages used for CAI (Middleton, et a 1 . , 1974). A' 
general-purpose programming language that would incorporate all. the 
features desired in a CAI system has been the dream of many, "bevel opment 
of effective CAI courses can only be accomplished by course authors who, 
in addition to being proficient in the traditional classroom environment, 
must have in-depth knowledge of those speciaV techniques required to 
generate CAI material that not only teaches but anticipates the very 

.human responses of the student sitting at the terminal (Hallman, 1970). 
Other authors (Anastasio and Morgan, 1972) state that the emphasis 
placed on the development of a "better" author language is decreasing 
and that the team approach, using subject matter specialists and experienced 
programmers, is favored over a better language because it gives the 
course designer more flexibility with instructional strategy a.nd techniques. 

In any event, massive CAI use in the Navy for individualization of 
courses is not on the planned or budgeted horizon and has little foreseeable 
impact on Instructor Training Schools in the next decade. But who can 
predict with accuracy what will happen in 10 to 15 years. According to 
some /authorities , "Computer Technology will have been developed to a 
point in 1985 v/here programming will be very similar to ordinary written 
instruction" (Knezevich, "^1971 ) . 

3. Programmed Instruction (PI) . For every CMI course converted 

or projected, there are literally thousands of shortPI lessons, long courses 
and phases of courses, wherein the student may self-pace through a 
purely paper text course that guides him in a branching manner through 
learning material. The PI package is sometimes used in combination with 
a study carrel and audio visual aids or may be as elaborate as having 
the exams mechanically or even computer graded. This process in all its 
various forms requires the new ILS instructor. ' » 

\ ' ^ 

4. Instructor Managed Instruction (IMI ) . IMI is an instructional 

method which uses the ILS Instructor to rft^nage students' use of a variety 
of resources Gt a learning center. This would include, of course, CAI and 
PI. Some of the courses now. under IMI or sc'tieduled for IMI will be con- 
verted to CMI (Griswold, 1975). The speed at Hhich this conversion to 
or expansion of IMI takes place will determine the quantity of additional 
Instructor Basic course students taking the ILS track. 

5. Other F-jture Technology . It is reported (Knezevich, 1971) 
that there is developed a memory storage system using an eight-.colored 



34 



TAEG Report No. 17 



laser beam to store up to TOO minion bits of information on a square 
inch of film. An Air Force scientist used laser to store a 20,000 
volume library on an 8x10 inch foil and predicts it to be 20 times 
cheaper than conventional storage. Holography (almost unknown in 1970)' 
may be among the most promising instructional media by the end of the 
1970*s and T.nto-the 1980's. And then there is the video disk that has- 
the "highest"'information density ever achieved on any medium" (MCA Disco 
Vision,. 1972). It is capable of storing approximately 40 billion bits 
per 12 -inch disk with random, fast access to stored information permitted. 
The rate of reading recorded information is over 30 million bits per 
second with capacity to show over 35,000 slides per disk. 

INDUSTRY. Under contract, industry often assi-sts the Navy and other 
services in experimental or first-run conversion of courses to a new 
technology (e.g., Basic Electronics and Electricity School, San Diego; 
Basic Radio School, Twentynine Palms; the Advanced Instructional System, 
Lowry AFB). The involvement of industry in assisting the military in 
instructional technology and the trend in industry could be used as a 
fair indicator of the*^^ present and future trends in the military. With 
this assumption, the IBM Field Engineering Division's Field Instruction 
System (FIS) is presented as an example. IBM conducted a major training 
effort to keep customer engineers abreast of the frequent changes in 
technology. To reduce the time an engineer has to be away from home 
attending ar. Education Center, the FIS was implemented in which a large 
portion of training is accomplished through on-site computer assisted 
instruction (CAI). By looking at the IBM projections and predictions 
and again assuming that industry trend precedes (or at least reflects) 
Navy trend, the following (table 1) could be a glimpse into the Navy's 
future: 



TABLE 1. STUDENT LOAD .DI'STRIBUTION 
(IBM Field Engineering) 



Instructional Mode 


Actual 
.1973 


Projected 
1980 


TAI (Traditional Admin. Instruction). 


65% 


41% . 


CMI (Computer Managed Instruction) 




3S% 


SS (Self Study - No"" Terminal - PI) 


6% 


0% ' 


CCI (Computer Controlled Instruction 
Tutorial Not Terminal Dependent)' 


S% 


9% 


CAI (Computer Assisted Instruction) 


3% 
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, By 1980, IBM predicts 41 percent of the instruction in the Field 
Engineering Di\^ision will still be by traditional .methods . Table 1 notes 
.that CMI increases 21 percent to 35 percent in 7 years; the self-study 
(PI) drops to zero; and CAI jumps from 3 percent to 15 percent. It must be 
remembered that fhis particular type of IBM instruction (that is, on- 
the-job (OJT) training in new specific equi pment) . i s roughly equivalent 
to a Navy Class "C" equipment course, factory equipment course, or a 
shipboard Personnel Qualification Standard (PQS) equipment indoctrination. 
Where central computers are already established, available, and rela'tively 
inexpensive, such' as in the IBM complex, the conversion to CAI may 
outpace conversion to CMI. 

SHIPBOARD INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY. The Shipboard Instructor Course (a 
course offered by the Instructor Trai ni ng 'School s ) should T^e looking 
into the future for use of CAI/CMI aboard ship and the corresponding 
increase in the number of ILS versus traditional instructors to be 
trained Numerous sh.ips (over 100) have either special purpose or 
ruggedized general purpose computers (AN/UYK series and AN/USQ20 series) 
that theoretically could be retrofitted for CMI/CAI shipboard use, but 
actually the complexity and magnitude of changes that must be made to . 
these operational computers to incorporate training are economically 
impractical. The cost of retrofitting equipment and the time that could 
be allocated for the operational equipment to be used for CAI/CMI without 
interfering with operational commitments would make the cost per student 
hour of training too high (Middleton, et al . , 1974). 

The current CMI project aboard the USS Dahlgren may pave the way 
with the mini computer (Nova 1200) already aboard being shared with the : 
CMI project. The state of. the art is changing so rapidly in mini and 
micro computer fields that in the near future the price for them could 
be such that it will be economically advantageous for ships to have a 
dedicated computer system for CAI/CMI or any aspect of self paced, 
individualized instruction. The' number of ILS type instructors then 
required onboard, or at least the men trained to do OJT as a supplementary 
duty, would increase significantly: Subsequently, the Shipboard Instructor 
Course and the Instructor Basic course would require a higher output of 
this type graduate. 

ACADEMIC WORLD, As is the case in industry, the trend, in conversion of 
traditional to •'■individual i zed instruction in the academic world may also be used 
as a predictor of the trend in the Navy. Considerable money and effort 
have been expended by numerous universities. (e.g. , Florida State University 
CAI Center; University of Illinois (PLATO System); Pepperdine University 
(Los Angeles, California) Computer Paced Instruction; Ohio State). Since 
much of the money expended in these efforts has come from Government 
sources,. it would be logical to assume that the benefits of the academic 
experimentation will be shared b^ the military services. 
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'As in the Navy, the technology movement in the academic world is 
under way but the majority of .lieges and universities still conduct 
.the bulk of the courses by- traditional methods. In this case, it is not* . 
known to what extent the universities precede the Navy, if any, but at * 
least they are foil owing parallel paths. 

U.S. AIR FORCE. The U.S. Air Force (USAF) has five Basic Instructor 
courses under Air Training Command, Randolph Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. These five, courses are at Sheppard 'AFB/\ Texas ; Chanute AFbC 
Illinois; Lowry AFB, Colordao,; Keesler AFB, Mis^'Sissippi i and Lackland 
AFB, Texas. Much like tha Navy (CNTECHTRA) , ATC Randolph controls a 
standard curriculum for its five courses. 

The Air Force Instructor Training System has programs that are 
sufficiently dif-fjerent from those of the Navy. The highlights are 
described below. ' , 

/ ■ , ■ ■ . ' ... . 

1./ Keesler ^FB i^s developing a self-paced .Instructor Training 
Branch./ • ^ v 

zl Maxwell AFB conducts an Academic Instructor course^ corisidereci 
to be kn advanced USAF Instructor course. It is not under the control 
of ATcf, HQ, Randolph, but is associated with the Air University. 

i. Lowry AFB is associated with the massive Advanced Instructional 
System (AIS) now under contract and will develop the ultimate in CMI for 
select: courses and use the residual daita for development of other Air 
Force! programs.. . • 

|4. At Sheppard AFB, th^ learning Resource Center audio-visual 
mateifials used in the individualized approach are more extensive than 
thps^'found in Navy Instructor Schools.. Sheppard has a formal "Technical 
Inst^ructor Refresher" course compared to the Navy informal version. 
Also, Sheppard has a formalized supervised practice teaching block of 78 
hours, similar to the Great Lakes, Illinois, Instructor Intern Program 
but; not found in all Navy Instructor Schools. 

5. All USAF_ instructors must attend at least 36 hours per year of 
in-service training. For example, the following courses taught by the 
Instructor Training Division (Sheppard) are used to. sati^ the 36 hour^ 
requirement; ^ . ' * . 

ft * 

. Academic Counseling ' (36 hours) 

. Development of Learning Objectives (36 hours) . 
. Tests and Measurements (36 hours) * 
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rnstructiona.1 Systems DeveTopment (36 hours) 
(now under development) 

^- , ■ ■ ■ 

. Jraining Supervisor (36 hours) 

. Technical Instructor Refresher (36 hours) 

. Librarian (20 hours) ' 

6. Tha USAF Instructor Training Division (Sheppard) offers the 

following "Supplemental Training" courses: , - 



Technical Writer 

Development and Management of 
Instructional Systems 

Audio-Visual Methods 

Field [raining Division 
Commanders Course 



(144 hours) 

(18-24 hours) 
(104 hours) 

(80 hours) 



7. The USAF is revising the old Quarterly Instructor Evaluation 
Form to include self-paced, instruction. Its title will be "Instructor 
Tr'ainin^/Recognition/Supervision" and will be issued by ATC Randolph. 
Recommendations ^f or this section are found in section V of this report 

NOTE: Time and travel constraints did not allow visits to the U.S. 
Army training activities. 
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SECTION IV • , 

CENTRALIZED INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SCHOOL 

^ In this section, the feasibility of centra l^i zing the CNTECHTRA 
Instructor Training into fewer than the present six locations is examined. 
The analysis assumes a relatively short planning period (five years) 
during which traditional classroom- \ecture techniques currently used in 
Instructor Training programs will not change significantly. 

The conventional wisdom used to. rational ize proposals for centralizing 
economic activity stems from the proposition that overhead charges can 
be reduced.' In more technical language, these savings are referred to 
as scale economies. Savings may be possible with improvements in manage- 
ment of the smaller sites but the potential savings related to the scale 
of operations are only possible by combining programs. These economies , 
stem from two basic characteristics embodied. in the use of resources: 
specialization and indivisibilities. 

Within the larger training systems, tasks can often be sufficiently 
segmented to warran- the" use of specialized resources. The larger . 
tKain.ing systems are, therefore, characterized by both a qualitative as 
we'll as qua titative difference in the types of resources used. In 
addition, tii are greater opportunities for improvements i.n the meshing 
of resources with specific training requirements. 

Specialization in the use of capital resources is, perhaps, the 
single moct important factor contributing to scale economies. With 
increases in the size of operations, there is a greater, opportunity for 
a -qualitative change in the type of capital util ized. Within the larger 
systems it is often much less difficult to economically justify equipment 
which is expensive to acquire but highly efficient in the, performance of 
special ized tasks. 

Ind'ivisibil'ities arise from the inability to acquire and/or di=vide 
certain resources into units which exactly match the training needs. 
Many resources, such as instructional material and personnel services, 
must be acquired in relatively discrete units or their services are not 
forthcoming or are very ineffective. Instructional material cannot be 
developed in an amount that will be completely consumed as training . 
takes place. Large investments must be made in this material before any 
of the material is worth a great deal. When material is developed it 
can be'used extensively with very.-l ittle additional cost. If "the material 
serves a systefn with large throughput, such development may become 
highly economical . . 

A second resource area where indivisibilities play an important ^ 
role in determining scale economies is personnel. Training programs 
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with-^a small number of trainees will require the services of a director 
but not full time. The director cannot be "divided, into small pieces" 
and lised atf'sever'al sites. Each snr.all site must have a director and he 
must function 'below capacity and/or perform supplementary duties. A 
director may be doing a creditable job while performing multipje functions 
but surely he would be able to do a more ef fecti ve/job if he were able 
to devote his entire efforts to the management of one homogeneous program 

There are numerous examples within the training community where 
there exists the inability t(5 acquire and usfe just that quantity of a 
resource aecessary to peVform the task. As a consequence, many of the 
resources used thrQughout the -smaller training systems must be acquired 
in units with capacity that exceeds current needs. Furthermore, there 
are certain tasks which need be performed once and only once for each 
site, and the need to duplicate these tasks at each of several small 
locations leads to- unnecessary inefficiencies.. The net result is that 
the total effort and resources expended in managing the several training 
sites may exceed that which would be necessary with fewer sites. "^T+^re 
is, thus, sufficient theoretical justification for a periodic evalua^on 
of smaller training^sites to determine the economic feasibility of 
centralizing. . ^ 
>. 

The following analysis will concentrate on the economic feasibility 
of central izi»ig the "Instructor Training ^cit two locations: San Diego and 
Memphis. To minimize travel costs and yet allow for some centralization, 
a site wa^ needed to serve the West Coast and Pacific area and one to 
serve the eastern United States and Atlancic area. The only sites 
considered were those where existing Instructor courses, are currently 
being taught. Sah Diego was selected as the West Coast site since it is 
the only one of the six sites located on the West Coast. Memphis was 
chosen for the eastern site. It appears that billeting and other facilities 
for an expanded program could more easily be provided at Memphis than at 
any one of the remaining potential sites. 

0 

Ihe projected input of the schools for the five courses considered 
for centralization (Instructor Basic, Instructor Shipboard, Programmed 
Instruction Techniques, Navy Schools Management, and Management and 
Supervision) was obtained*^ from a questionnaire survey (appendix D) of 
Instructor Training schools. This survey revealed that the "projected" 
input for each year from 1975 through 1979 was 7800' students . The input 
is substantially greater than the 1974 input (5600) as computed f ronf the 
same survey. It is also higher than the estimate given in the Training 
Operations Plan for FY 1975 (6785). . ' 

T"he distribution of students between the two locations was determined 
using data from an origin and destination survey (appendix C) for all 
students enrolled in the instructor courses for 1974. A simplified 
linear programming model of the transportation type was developed to 
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determine the rat;io between schools which would minimize travel costs. 
Assuming two schools, one at San Diego and the other at Memphis, results 
from- this model demonstrated that the allocation of students between the 
schools would be about equal ; i . e. , .^about one-hatf would be assigned to 
San Diego and the remaining half to Memphis. From the survey data it 
appears that the number of students which are being assigned to San 
•Diego is essentially the same number as that which would minimize 
travel costs. In 1974 San Diego trained approximately 48 percent of all 
students enrolling in Instructor Training courses. Nearly 45 percent 
are projected for San Diego for FY 1975. . . 

It was assumed that students who would currently be assigned to 
Memphis, Norfolk, Newport, Groton and Great Lake$ would be assigned to 
.Memphis and all trainees with destinations in the western United States 
and Pacific. area would be assigned to San Diego. If the origin and 
destination' patterns for the future remain similar to present patterns, 
then by following t]r\e above procedures in assigning students, approxi- 
mately half would go to Memphis and. the remaining half- to San Diego, 
The current annuaT input of students in all five courses^ at, Sar Diego 
would remain essentially the same as that predicted in the Training 
Operations Plan for FY 1975. The centralization schaine would leave San 
Diego essentially^ intact with the remainihq five Instructor Training 
Schools being combined into one located at Memphis. " . 

Using the projected annual inputfor the next five years as obtained 
from the survey and assuming that approximately 50 percent would be 
assigned to each school, the estimated input at each would be 3900 
students. This estimate is considerably higher than current levels and' 
would provi'de for some slack for fluctuations of input at Memphis, If' 
the input at San Diego does expand to that level then .additional resources 
must be provided to that scfiool . ^ 

The data computed for a Memphis school were based upon an annual 
input of 3900. The distribution among the five courses was assumed to 
remain in the same proportion" as, given in the training plan for FY 1975. 
It was further assumed that the average annual students on board was a 
relatively fixed proportion of the annual input. Because of fluctuations, 
the latter assumption may often be strictly untenable when evaluated 
against empirical data for a given point in time. While fluctuations in 
inputs do existi--^- this estimate was assumed adequate for planning purposes. 
Capacity at Memphis would provide for an average on board of approximately 
250 to 260 students. This. is an approximate increase of 200 above 
current enrollment at Memphis. The expected average under instruction ' 
as projected in the Training Operations Plan for FY 1975 for the five 
Instructor courses at the five locations which wouTcTmove^ to Memphis is 
217. A capacity of 250 at Memphis would be adequate to accommodate' 
most of the fluctuations in input. 
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Except where noted, all data and cost information which follows 
will deal only with the centralization of the five eastern locations at 
Memphis. 

DISCUSSION ' 

Six resource categories, plus travel costs, will be evaluated for 
potential scale economies in Instructor Training. The six categories 
are Instructional Material Development, Student Supplies, Students, 
Facilities, Equipment, and Staff Personnel. Travel costs for both a 
centralized and noncentral ized program will be determined. If any 
economies are to be realized through the centralization of the Instructor 
Training prdgrams, then one would expect to find specialization and/or 
ilidfvisibi 1 ities to be important considerations in the utilization of 
resources within one or more of these resource classes. 

1. • Instructional Material Development . Each Instructor Training 

site uses a common training syllabus, and it is assumed that any instructional 
material developed at one site is available to all' other sites without 
sign^ificant additional development cost. Because the costs of developing 
instructional material need only be incurred once for all sites, one 
would iiot expect to realize any significant savings to the entire Instructor 
Training program from the centralization. 7 

In' this analysis, it is assumed that any central ization within the 
next five years would not involve any significant new development of 
instructional material. The existing Instructor Training course syllabi 
and supporting instructional mateVial could be used in a centralized 
program with little need to undergo a great deal of revision^.. This, of 
course, is premised on the fact that, the present traditional classroom 
techniques will not change substantially within the next five years. 

For periods beyond the five years considered in this analysis, 
specialization in both the type of instructional material and ^in its 
development may be a significant consideration. There seems to be a 
concensus that within the next 25 years a great deal more of the instruc- 
tion in the Instructor Training program will use some form of computerized 
instruction. A movement in this direction will provide a strong impetus • 
toward" centralization and the need for specialized hardware and instruc- 
tional material. Not only will the instructional material.be more 
specialized, but staff personnel required to develop the material will 
need special skills in these areas. 

2. Student Supplies . Few, if any, savings in expendable student 
supplies are expected from centralizing the Instructor Training programs. 
Student supplies will not be qualitatively different within a more^ 
centralized system nor will any savings be possible because of indivisi- 
bilities;- i.e., the expendable supplies can be acquired' and consumed as 
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needed. The total quantity is almost entirely dependent upon student 
flow and has little bearing on the location of the t^^aining. 

3. Students . The "quality" of the student and the total time 
spent in training are the two student considerations which determine 
student costs of training. The ability and qualification of students to 
perform well .as instructors should be paramount in their selection for 
Instructor Training. The criteria for selecting students for Instructor 
Training would not depend in any way on where the training was to take 
place. The location of the training si tes Ji.ight to some extent determine 
the individual'trainees, but their qualifications and, hence, their • 
salary and benefits should not differ significantly. There simply is.no' 
reason to postulate 'that the type of student, and therefore the salary 
and benefits of students, should differ between a centralized training 
system and the status quo. 

No significant changes are anticipated in the instructional program 
within the next five years, and consequently the length of time spent in 
training and, therefore, costs for salaries and benefits will remain 
relatively constant. Centralizing the existing programs and maintaining 
the same instructional programs would affect neither the quality of the 
incoming student nor the average length of time spent in training. 

4. Equipment . Present Instructor Traini.iy methods require tradi- 
tional classroom equipment with a few rooms equipped with a video system 
for practice teaching sessions. Equipment required for a centralized 
system would be qualitatively similar and the total amount necessary ^ 
will be in direct, relation to the number and size of classrooms used in^ 
the program. Savings in equipment which might be possible from centraliza- 
tion would evolve from improvements in efficiency. Since the equipment 
required^ for a centralized system using present instructional methods is . 
almost identical to that required at the. present six locations, the 
equipment costs will receive only cursofy treatment in the following 
analysis. 

That equipment is not considered a significant cost factor in this 
analysis stems largely from/the relatively sh.ort planning period and the 
expectation that present instructional methods are^not expected to 
""change during this period. While present instructional methods are of 
low capital intensity, it is expected that for the more distant future a 
computerized system will be seriously considered as a viable instructional 
delivery system. The specTalized equipment required for a computerized 
•system is relatively expensive and any study into the feasibil ity of 
implementing such a system within the Instructor Training programs would 
require a detailed-evaluation o'f equipment characteristics and costs. 
It is highly probable that equipment will be so highly specialized and 
expensive that only through centralisation could a computerized system 
be justified. 
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It-was assumed that any equipment which would be phased out at any 
of the six locations would have no remaining value. Also, classrooms 
are assumed to be equipped with conventional equipment including tables, 
chairs, lectern and chalkboard. In addition, most classrooms will have 
available an overhead projector and screen. Video equipment available 
for use in practice teaching sessions would include video tape recording 
units, video playback units, television cameras, television monitors, 
and audio recorders. 

The estimated value of equipment to be purchased for each j)f the 
large 18' by 40' classrooms is $1182 and for the smaller 18' by 20' 
classrooms $620. Investment in video and recording equipment was 
estimated at $26,000. Initial acquisition costs for equipment to establish 
a school at^^Memphis which would have the capacity to handle the training 
of instructors for all sites except San Diego would be $64,000. Equipment 
costs were estimated 'using the current GSA equipment catalog. 

. 5. Personnel . The personnel devoted to all courses during 1974 ' 
at the five eastern sites are presented in table 2. Four man-years were 
spent by directors, 16,35 man-years by senior instructors, 54.65 man- 
years by instructors and 7.2 man-years for secretarial assistance, the 
remaining time (4.15 man-years) was spent by personnel in other. support 
functions. A total of 86. 35. man-years was spent for all five sites. 



TABLE 2. STAFF SERVING THE FIVE EASTERN INSTRUCTOR COURSES FOR 1974 



Position 


.Great 














Lakes 


Norfol k 


Memphi s 


Newport 


Groton 


Total 






Man 


Years 








Director 


1 


r ' 


1 


1 


0 


4 


Senior Instructor 3.35 


8 


3 


1 


1 


16.35 


Instructors 


19.65 


.17 


11 


1 


6 


54-65 


Secretary 


1 


3 


2 


1 


0.2 


7.2 


Other . 


2.75 


0 


1 


0 


■ -0.4 


4.15 


TOTAL 


■27.75 


29 


18- 


4 


7.6 


• 86.35 
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Personnel requirements for a centralized system at Memphis (as 
estimated by CNTT, Memphis) would be 1 director, 2 senior instructors, 
34 instructors, 5 secretaries, and 4 individuals in support roles. 
These individuals would serve fulT time on the Instructor Training staff 
and, in total, would represent 46 man-years of effort each year. 

The rank and ratings of the current instructor school staffs 
were determined from the questionnaire (see appendix B) completed by 
instructors. Civilians made up approximately 15 percent of the instructor 
school staff for all sites. It was assumed that the mix of military- . 
civilian in a centralized school would be in the same ratio as presently 
exists.. 

Using the Navy. billet cost model data for each. of the ratings 
and assuming an average time-in-grade for each rank, a composite estimate 
of wages, salaries, and-benefits was developed (table 3). Present 
personnel costs computed from these data were approximately $1.8 million 
per year With two schools, these costs could be reduced to $0.9 million 
for a saving in staff costs of nearly $0.9 million per year. These 
savings are real in terms of resources required for training mstructars. 
If these are to be translated into reductions in budget dollars over the 
long-run, then these billets must be eliminated. When total strength is 
not reduced in response to these savings, then it is presumed that 
individuals filling these billets can be used in productive and alterna- 
tive uses which are of value equal to their salary and benefits. If it 
can be demonstrated that individual s fil 1 ing these billets have no 
alternative use, then the personnel savings projected above are not 
valid. This is tantamount to arguing that the opportunity ,costs of 
using these individuals are zero and they are essentially a free resource. 
Rarely can the latter argument be substantiated. 

6. Travel . A relocation of the Instructor Training courses to 
Memphis will have travel implications for students. The majority of 
students who are trained at each site for instructor duty remain at that 
location as instructors. . 

Data from a survey completed by each school administration 
indicate that more than 60 percent of students assigned to the Instructor. 
Training School left duty assignments that were located in the imnediate 
vicinity of the school. Although the travel cost information was based 
on data from this questionnaire, there is evidence to indicate that the 
latter percentage may be biased upward. A survey of individual students 

came 
these 

same students, nearly 20 percent were to be assigned to duty at a loca- 
tion other than the area where the school was located. The latter data 
would indicate that most students were, involved in some travel immediately 
before entering the course or immediately after. 

o 4'7 
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TABLE 3. ESTIMATES OF PERSONNEL COSTS FOR A CENTRALIZED 
AND EXISTING INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SYSTEM 





Present 


Proposed 
Central ized 


Position 


Avg. Unit' 
Costs 

\ UU 1 1 a r b 


Man 
Years 


1 otal 
Costs 


Man 
Years 


Total 
Costs 
( Hnl 1 a rc; ^ 




28,192 


4 


112,768 


1 


28,192 


Senior Instructors 


22,400. 


16.35 


366,240 


2 


44,800 


1 Instructors 


21,600 


54.65 


1,1 80 ,'440 


34 


734,400; 


Secretaries 


■ 8,000 


7.2 


57,600 


5 


40, 000 ; 


Other 


16f200 


4.15 


67,230' 


4 


64, 800 i 


Total 




86.35 


1,784,278 




912,192 



If findings from the student survey can be extrapolated to 
include' all students for the year, then one would not expect a substantial 
increase in the number of students who would be required to travel. For 
all schools an estimated 10 to 15 percent increase would be required. 
Most of the latter increase would be a result of students leaving a 
location where a school currently exists and then, after receiving their 
training, returning to that same area for instructor duty. 

Using the origin and destination data acquired from the survey . 
of instructor schools and using current commercial air rates, an estimated 
annual travel cost for all schools (excluding San Diego) was $129,300 
per year. Assuming .the five eastern locations were centralized at 
Memphis, the estimated travel costs would increase to $273,500 per year 
or an increase of $144,200 per year. Much of thiSs4ncrease can be 
attributed to the fact that as many as 60 percent of all students are 
located where a school presently exists but would need to travel to* 
Memphis to receive Instructor Training. Per diem subsistence was not 
considered in the above travel costs. If students were in fact assianed 
to the instructor school' en route to their instructor duty station, it 
aooears that travel costs associated with a centralized school need not 
be as hiah as indicated above. 
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7. Facilities . The Instructor Training courses, as presently 
conducted, require traditional classrooms with a relatively small amount 
of administrative support area. The qualitative characteristics of 
facilities required for a centralized training system-wiV not differ 
significantly from those required for the smaller progr^- The use of 
specialized facilities does not appear to offer the po^ -Sility for any 
•significant savings under the present instruttiorial. program. 

Training facilities currently used by the Instructor Training 
programs at the five eastern locations were assumed to have alternative 
uses. Most Instructor Training programs are located in, or anticipate 
moving into, facilities that are of relatively good quality. These Were 
estimated" to have an alternate use and were valued at $5 per square 
.foot, including support and maintenance. Data were not available on the . 
alternative value of any Bachelor Enlisted Quarters (BEQ) space which 
would be released if the five eastern programs were centralized at 
Memphis. The annual cost of a new BEQ for 200 students at Memphis was 
$140,000 (based upon an amortization period of 20 years). This would 
represent an approximate upper limit of the value of any released BEQ 
space. This estimate must be reduced to compensate for BEQ space which 
is of inferior quality and adjusted for situations where released space 
has no alternative use. In areas where surplus BEQ space already exists, 
the value of any additional released space would be zero. The cost data 
presented placed a relatively conservative estimate of $25,000 per year 
on the value of released BEQ space. This represents a rather crude 
estimate and is not crucial. 

The anticipated total requirement for classroom facilities at 
Memphis to handle a centralized program would be 26 classrooms, 2 training 
and reference rooms, 3 work rooms, 2 learning center rooms and 5 small 
administration rooms for a total space requirement of 19,800 square 
feet. This is almost exactly equal to the estimated space that could be 
released (19,760 square feet) at the five sites by centralizing. 

Facilities at Memphis are not available for a centralized 
program. To handle the expected increase of 200 AOB at. Memphis, a new 
training building and BEQ would be required. The estimated costs of 
those facilities would be $5,532,000. An additional $49,400 per year 
will be required for support and maintenance of these facilities. In 
evaluating the annual long-run cost of facilities, the training building 
and BEQ were amortized over a period of 20 years and the value of assets 
remaining at the end of the planning period was discounted at 10 percent. 

FINDINGS . ' 

The cost data (excluding San Diego) are summarized in table 4. To 
establish a centralized program at Memphis would require the construction 
of a training building and BEQ building at an estimated cost of S5.5 , 
million. Annual student travel costs for a centralized program would 
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increase by $144,000. Equipment costs are relatively minor but wauld be 
slightly higher for a centralized facility. The proposed equipment 
would provide for improved utilization of personnel and Instructional 
material. Ainual personnel costs (i.e., the Ins'tructor Training staff) 
would be reduced by nearly 50 percent from $1.8 million to $0.9 million. . 

Costs of developme'nt and maintenance of instructional material, 
students' salary and benefits, and expendable student supplies are nOt 
included in these data. * Thq latter costs were assumed to be independent 
of the location of training and would remain Invariant with respect to 
centralization. 

These cost estimates attempt to evaluate all resources used in 
instructor training which are expected to vary in response to centraliza- 
oon. While many of these data have budget analogues, others do not. 
Matoy of the resources, which were evaluated in the analysis are already 
owrred and need not be supplied from current budgets . Personnel retirement 
cost\ represent one example of real long-run Navy costs which are not 
accounted for In most current budgets. The personnel costs presented do 
includ^.these costs and may, therefore, overstate the current budget 
dollars.X On the other hand, the estimates for a new training building 
and BEQ represent direct estimates, of the requirements for MILCON funds. 

The pr'e^ent cost of a centralized program over a five-year period 
is $7,786 million and the present cost of keeping the present system is 
$8,107 million: The potential savings over a five-year period would be 
$321,000. Thes^ savings are not a- large proportion of the total instructor 
training budget. While th?re does appear to be a slight cost advantage 
to a centralized program, it is not so overwhelmingly conclusive as to 
unduly influence the centralization decision. Any decision to centralize 
should weigh very heavily the nonquantifiable advantages and disadvantages 
of a centralized program. Consideration should be given to the quality 
of Mnstruction under both alternatives as well as the advantages and 
disadvantades of having all eastern instructor courses combined into one 
homogeneous program. If a site could be found where surplus facilities 
are available at relatively low costs, then considerable savings could 
be realized from centralization. 

There are a number of decisions and considerations which may 
significantly alter the cost relationships of this study and thereby lead 
to substantially different recommendations about centralization. First, 
a decision to implement a computerized instructional system is likely to 
significantly alt^r the cost relationships in such a way as to make 
centralization the most efficient method of orga'nizing the instructor 
schools. Computerized instructional systems are very capital intensive 
and must be developed in such discrete Intervals that it may not be 
economically feasible to utilize such a system with the small throughput 
levels. being experienced at each of the current five sites. 
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Second, much of the cost of centralizing the five eastern-sites at 
Memphis was attributed to the fact that new classrooms and BEQjs must be' 
constructed. Considerable savings in Instructor Training costs would be 
possible if .a site could be found where surplus facilities are available. 

Third, because of the potential for scale economies, it wcfuld appear 
that long-term plans should include some centralization scheme. As existing 
capital facilities require replacing, they, should be done only after 
carefully considering their utility for centralization. 

Recommendations for this section will be found in section- V of this 
report'. 
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■ ' ■■ SECTION V V • , ■ 

RECOMMENDAirONS ■ • - . 

INSTRUCTOR SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT 

; 1. Adequate knowledge, of the technical area is an .important ^ 
criterion for instructor selection and should receive more emphasis. 

2. As new roles of instructors emerge, such as that of the ILS, 
consideration should be given to differentially standardizing the NAVPERS 
eligibility requirements and qualifications 'tcf insure that they are 
maximally relevant to the requirements of the job. 

3. The advantages of establishing a prerequisite that ^personr\el 
volunteer for instructpr duty should be given further study. 

4. It is recommended that a ^'formal ized procedure be developed 
whereby Instructor Training Schools rece-^ve notification of the Assignment • 
of each student instructor prior to or concurrent with the^ commencement 

of Instructor Training to allow for greater effectiveness in the assignme'nt 
of men to the appropriate curriculum tracks in the Instructor Basic course. 

CURRICULUM ^ . ^ 

1. Jt is proposed that CNTECHTRA consider a curricuTum recommenda- 
tions workshop based on discussions held at the Curficulum"' Workshop 
Planning session held at TAEG (Orlando, FL) on ly'Jjnuary 1975vas^part ' 
of the "Military Instructor Training in Transition" Conference. The ^ 
workshop should also use the curriculum conference recommendations 
resufting from the Instructor Basic Staff QJestionnaire analysis of this 
report. \ 

2. The instructor of the future will require more support Trom 
more non-teaching specialists. Suggested titles for these support 
special ists are: Content Research Specialist, Media Specialist, Educational 
Systems Specialist, and Educational Engineers (see Loughary , 1969) . ^ 

A proposed series of additional support tracks or courses, similar 
to the above special ists% to be taught by the Instructor Training School 
staff, is presented in figure 5. The descriptions (keys) for these 
courses are shown in appendix J. 

It is recommended that the following references be used as guidelines 
for developing the new cdurses: Manual C NTT-AIO Procedures for the 
Planning , Design , Development and Management of Navy Tech nrcFP T faining 
Co urses (CNTT 1974), and the Instructional Systems Development JlSD) 
Model (NAVEDTRACOM 106A) being developed by the Interservice Committee 
on isr and the Center for Educational technology at Florida State University 
NAVEDT lACOM 106A is scheduled by CNET to replace CNTT-AIO. 
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INSTRUCTOR BASIC COURSE STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS' 

K Staff Educational and Teaching Background . Special effort 
should be expended to assure that all Instructor School directors have 
the opportunity to attend the Navy Schools' Management Course (ATB-OOIO) ' 
prior to commencement of duties. 

^2. . Expenditure of Time by Instructors . Adjust the computation 
formula for the annual instructor personnel allowance to provide manpower 
to perform off-platform duties. The NEC 9502 (Special Instructor) 

1 billets should be filled by those who will actually teach. Other specialist 
NECs should be used for instructor support and new NECs created where 

y" needed. 

^ \ 

3. Civilian vs. Military Instructors . Assign one civilian instructor 

to each Instructor Basic course to assist the senior education specialist 
in assifring continuity of policy implementation. Military instructors, 
and supervisors should continue playing the major role as is now the 
case in the majority of the schools. Frequent in-service job rotation 
of civilian i.nstru'ctors is recommended. * i ■ 

4. Curriculum Conference/Workshop . An annual gathering of representa- 
, ; tiyes from the working level from each of the six Instructor Basic 

courses should be scheduled at a different^ location each year to review 
such areas as curriculum, staff selection, and evaluation of students, 
and arrive at specific recommendations to be submitted to CNTECHTRA. If 
travel budget restrictions affect the frequency with which such conferences 
could be held, it is believed imperative that the conference be conducted 
at least bienniallv. 

5. Information Exchange and Curriculum Revision . Increased 
communication by phone and letter is reco'^mended when exchange visits 

are not possible. This includes the senior instriictoV calling the personnel 
of the other five Instructor Basic courses every three months for discussions 
on curriculum and other problems. 

'If the Training Program Coordinator (CNTECHTRA) is not able to 
visit each Instructor Basic course annually, it is recommended that he 
call each course frequently to discuss problems and recognize accomplishments.- 
CNTECHTRA should ..place increased emphasis on requests for permission to 
implement curriculum changes on an experimental basis for a specific 
limited-time during which assessment and final decision may be made. 

6. Instructor Prerequisites and Selection . The NAVPERS* Detail ers , * 
staff personnel, and field officers involved in selecting the Instructor 
School instructors should select approximately 10 percent more 1st Class 
Petty Officers to assure a larger reservoir of potential second tour 
instructors for the Instructor School. 

53- . \ 
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ASSESSMENT 

INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION. 

1. I-t is recommended that specif ic sections for "recommendations 
for improvement" and "follow-up" be included on the instructor evaluation 
form. 

2. ' It is also reconmended that instructors receive their quarterly 
evaluation from at least two different evaluators each year. The degree 
to swhich evail'uators need more formal or in-service training in evaluation 
shQuld also be determined, and appropriate programs be expanded, as 
necessary. 

3. The overall effectiveness of the Instructor Quarterly Evaluation 
process in identifying instructor deficiencies and determining ways by 
wfiich instruction may be improved is questionable. It is recommended 
that the instructor evaluation instrument and/or its administration be 
the -subject of in-depth study in order that a more meaningful measurement 
of .instructor effectiveness may be accomplished. 

FEEDBACK OF INSTRUCTOR PERFORMANCE. At a time when the implementation 
of instructional technology and the systems approach to training are 
impacting the role of the instructor, effective evaluative feedback from 
the Technical Schools is critically needed to maintain job-relevance of 
the Instructor Training program. A complete analysis of feedback method- 
ologies and variables affecting feedback are described in TAEG Report 19 
(Oyer, et al,, 1975), Results indicate that the instrument utilized in 
the TAEG feedback study (see figure 3) may have wide applicability to 
Navy technical training, including Navy Instructor Training. It is 
recommended that the results of the TAEG feedback study be utilized in 
revising. the current Instructor Training feedback method. 

THE UNGRADED INSTRUCTOR BASIC COURSE. The Instructor Basic course 
should submit records. of each^graduate student instructor to his next ' 
activity to include a briefing of the individual's characteristic features. 
The format recommended is one used by the U;S. Marine Corps Instructor 
Tri^ School , Quantico, which submits a formal End of Course Evaluation 

letv 0 the- graduate student instructor's next cormand. A sample 
letter with the "End of "Course Evaluation" enclosure is found in appendix K. 

CAREER STRUCTURE -i' 

At a time when the composition of the Navy is changing and the role 
of education' and training is achieving increasing prominence in the 
Navy, it is recommended that establishment. of an education and training 
career field be given in-depth study and consideration. 
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ANTICIPATED CHANGES THAT WILL AFFECT THE NAVY INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SYSTEM 

1. The CNTECHTRA approved curriculum for the Instructor Basic 
course has been designed with the 5 to 10 year future in mind. When the 
ILS track is approved it will accommodate the expected increased requirement 
to graduate the ILS type instructors that will result from planned 

course revisions, as well as changes resulting from NOTAP, NEOCS, CMI,- 
PI and IMI. Nevertheless, these anticipated, extensive course revisions 
and changes in the technical schools will very .likely result in the require- 
ment to reconsider and revise the Instructor Basic course curriculum. 

2. A cQ.nsiderable increase in the interchange of ideas at the 
working level among the services is needed. It is recommended that 
communications be formally installed-with the other services for the 
obvious mutual benefits. 

CENTRALIZED INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SCHOOL 

The estimated present value of the savings of $321,000 over a five _ • 
year period is not sufficient justification for an unqualified recommendation 
to centralize the five eastern sites. There are, however, sufficient 
scale economies present that long-term expansion of any of the five 
schools should not be undertaken without a critical reassessment of the 
implication* of such expansion for centralization. The decision to 
centralize at present must be based upon a more careful evaluation of 
the qualitative costs and benefits of a centralized school versus the 
five present sites. 
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• . APPENDIX A 

SITES VISITED BY TAEG PERSONNEL 

Memphis, TN (NAS). 
CNTECHTRA 

NATTC- Instructor Training Scho.ol \ 

Groton, CT. (NAVSUBSCOL) , 

Instructor Training Branch 

Enginsering Advance Tra,ining Division / 

Newport, 'RI' (NETC) ' 

Instructor Training School 
Offdeer Candidate School 
Officer Indoctrination School 

Norfolk, VA (FLETRACEN) 

Instructor/Administration School 

ET School 

San Diego, CA 
NPRDC 
NITDC 

San Diego, CA (SERVSCOLCOM) 

Instructor Training School 
ET "C" School . 
- BE and E School 
HT "A" School 

Radioman "A" School . 

Great Lakes, IL (SERVSCOLCOM) _ 
Instructor Training- School 
BE&E School 
PE School 
FT School 

OM/IM Course . ■ 

Wichita Falls, TX (Sheppard Air Force Base) 
School of. Applied Aerospace Science 
Instructor Training Division 
Department of Communication and-Missile Training 
Flight Engineers School 
School of Health Care Sciences 

Jacksonville, FL 

Southern Bell Plant Training Center ■ 

Orlando, FL (SERVSCOLCOM) 
AUW School 
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APPENDIX B 

INSTRUCTOR BASIC COURSE' STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
(WITH TALLY OF RESPONSES) 



DIRECTIONS: To be completed by the Director, Senior Education Specialists, 
Supervisors, Military Instructors, and Civilian Instructors of each 
Instructor Training (Basic) Course#A-012-011 at San Diego, Great Lakes, 
Norfolk, Groton, Newport, and Memphis. 



HISTORY: This battery of Questionnaires' was distributed to each of the 
six Instructor Basic Courses during September/October 1974. A similar form 
was issued to each of- five groups of the Instructor Basic staffs: 
Directors, Senior Education Specialists, Supervisors, Mil itary ^Instructors , 
and Civilian Instructors. Most questions were common* to all groups but 
many were for select groups only. No effort was made to verify the answers 



The questionnaires were issued for the^entl 
_ ' DiTectors (6): 




Senior Education 
Specialist (6): 



Memphis (1), Great Lakes (1), Newport (T), 
San Diego (1)» Norfolk-(2, Div/Sch), 
Groton (None) 



Newport (1 - staff), Groton (1 - staff), 
Norfolk h - staff), Great Lakes (1), ; 
Memphis (1), San Diego (1) 



Supervisors (7) 
Instructors (civilian) (4) 
Instructors (military) (42) 



Total 65 respondents 
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Question 1 : WHAT IS YOUR RANK/RATE/GRADE? 
Answer: . 
Directors: 1-LCDR, 4 LT, 1 ENS 

Senior Education Specialists (attached to Instructor Basic Course or 
. ^ Instructor School ) :' 



San Diego 
Great Lakes 
Groton 
Newport 
Memphis 
Norfolk 
Supervisors : 



- GS-12 (1) ^ 

- GS-12 (1) 

- GS-12 (1 - staff) 
-•GS-13 (1 - staff) 

- GS-11 (1) 

- GS-12 (1 



staff) 

LTJG, ICC(SS) (E-7), BMC, YNCS (E-8), TMC(SS) (E-7), 
EMCS, ATCS. (E-8) 



Instructors Civilian - GS-9 (4) 
MILITARY^ INSTRUCTORS BY RATE IN THE SIX INSTRUCTOR COURSES 



Groton 



Newport 
Norfolk 



Great Lakes 



Memphis 



San Diego 



(E 

(E- 

(E- 

(E- 

(E- 



ENl-SS 
ETN-2-SS 
ETC-SS 
E-7 . 
FTG-l-SS 
ET-l-SS 
RMC 
EN-1 
PC-1 
OSC 
GMGl 
EOC 
GMGC 
BMl 
EMC 
EN-1 
CEC 
E-7 
IC-1 
STC 
MMISS 
BR-1 
MM-1 
E^7 
MMC 
EMI 
ATC 
ADJC 
GS-9 
CEC 

MSGT (E 
HTC (E 
DPI 



- Engineman 1/C Sub. Service 

■ Electronics Tech. 2/C Sub. Service 

■ Electronics Tech. Chief Sub. Service 

■ Chief (no specialty given) 

- Fire. Control Tech. (Gun) 1/C Sub. Service 

- Electronics Tech. 1/C Sub. Service 

- Radioman 1/C 

6) - Engineman 1/C 
6> - Postal Clerk 1/C 

7) - Operations Specialist Chief 

6) - Gunner's Mate (Guns) 1/C 

7) - Equipment Operator, Chi'if 

- Gunner's Mate (Guns) ChL^f 
(E-6) - Boatswain's Mate l/C 

- Electrician's Mate, Chief 

- Engineman 1/C 

- Constriiction Electrician, Chief 

- Chief (no rate given). 

- Interior Communications Electrician 1/C 
(E-7) - Storekeeper Chief 

- Machinist's Mate 1/C Sub. Service 

- Boilermaker 1/C 

- Machinist's Mate 1/C 

- Chief (no rate) 

- Machinist's Mate, Chief 

- Electrician's Mate 1/C 

- Aviation Electronics Technician Chief 
■^ Aviation Machinist's Mate Chief 

- Civilian Instructor 

7) - Construction Electrician Chief 

8) - Master Sergeant 
7) - Hull Maintenance Technician Chief 
6) - Data Processing Technician 1/C 



(E- 



(E- 



64 



TAEG Report No. 17 



(E.-7) 



ETC 
OSC 
MMC 
GYSGT 
FTM-C 
DPI (E-6) 
BTC 
STC 
CSC 



Electronics Technician Chief 
Operations Specialist, Chief 
Machinist's Mate, Chief 

Gunnery Sergeant . .-, \ ru- ^ 

Fire Control Tech. (Surface Missile) Chief 
Data Processing Technician 1/C 
Boilennan, Chief 

•Sonar Technician, Chief . ' ^ 
Conrnissaryman, Chief 



SUMMARY OF INSTRUCTORS 



Rates 



EN 

ET 

FT 

RM 

PC 

OS 

GM 

EO 

BM 

EM 

CE 

IC 

ST 

MM 

BR 

MM 

AT 

ADJ 

HT 

DP 

SGT 

BT 

ST' 

CS 

E-7 

GS- 



Civilians 



2/C 
2nd Class 



(CPO's, no 
rate given) 
9 (civilians) 



1 



25 different rates (Mi I ) 
1 rate (Civ) 



1/C 


CPO 


t Class 


CHIEF 


3 




1 


. 2 


,1 ., 


1 




1 


1 






2 


2 






1 


• 1 




1 


1 




1 


1 


1 




1 


1 




1 




1 


2 



16 



1 
1 
1 



22 



SGT 



Total : 45 



ERIC 



65 



TAEG Report No. 17 



Question 1 



HOW LUNG IIAVL YOU lltLl) THlb POSITION (YLAUS)? 



Answer: 



Directors: 7 months average (2 months Tow, 1-1/2 years high) / 

Senior Education Specialists: 6.9 years average (1/2 year low, 15 years high) 

Supervisors (Mil): 1-1/4 years average (2 months low, 3 years high) 

Instructors (Civ):^ 4.4 years average (1 year low, 15 years high) 

Instructors (Mil): 1 year 3 months average (1 month low, 3 years 2 months high) 

Question 3: WHAT IS YOUR FORMAL CIVILIAN EDUCATION AND TRAINING? 



Answer: 



Directors : 



4 Bachelor Degree 
I completed 3 years 
1 No information 



Senior Education 
Special ists : 



1 Bachelor Degree 
4 Masters Degree 
1 No information 



Supervisors : 



2 Bachelor Degree 

3 1 to 3 years col lege 
2 high school 



Civilian Instructors: 



3 Bachelor Degree 



Military Instructors: 



75 percent high school or GED 
11 percent some college 
1 with college degree 
Completed average of: 1-1/2 A School, 1 B School, 



4-1/2 C School 
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Question 4: WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING NAVY COURSES HAVE YOU- ATTENDED? 
Answer: 



Director: 



Senior Education 
Specialists: 



Supervisors: 



2 Navy Schools Administration (Management) 

1 Navy Supervisor Training (Management and Supervision) 

6 Navy Instructor Training (Basic Instructor Training Course) 

4 Navy Schools Administration (Management) ... 

3 Navy Supervisor Training (Management and Supervision) 

5 Navy- Instructor Training (Basic Instructor Training. Course) 

3 Navy Schools Administration (Management) 

3 Navy Supervisor Training (Management and Supervision) 

7 Navy Instructor Training (Basic Instructor Training Course) 

2 Other 



Question 5: WHAT IS YOUR CIVILIAN TEACHING EXPERIENCE? 
Answer: 



Directors: One has. taught high school 

Senior Education 



Specialists: 



Supervisors: 

Civilian 
Instructors : 



Military 
. Instructors: 



One has not taught, 3 taught high' school, 3 college 
f^jll- or part-time ^ 

One taught high school 



All have taught 
1 elementary school 
3 high .school 
1 college. 



None have taught civilian schools 
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Question 6: 



Answer: 



WHAT IS YOUR MILITARY TEACHING EXRERI.EN6E (EXCLUSIVE OF 
INSTRUCTOR SCHOOL)? 



Directors: 1 Director District School Commancl 

1 Assistant Director. ASW (Technical) School 

1 School Director 

1 taught GED 

1 Education Service Officer 

Senior EdDcation ) 
Specialists: Defense Language Instructor 

2 years shipboard instructor 

1 year Navy Science and Tactics 
15 years Naval Reserve 
Elementary school 3 years 



Supervisors: 
(other than 
Instructor 
School ) 

Civil ian 
Instructors : 



Mil i ta ry 
Instructor: 



1 year shipboard 

4 years Class "B" School 

Shipboard 



3 years "A" School (1) 
1 year "C" School (1) 
1 year "0" School (1) 
Shipboard instructor (3) 



Average 2.5 years "A" School 
2 years "B" School 
3,4 years "C"^ School 
6.1 years shipboard teaching 
'4.4 years miscellaneous 



Question 7: ARE YOU, RETIRED MILITARY? ("ASKED OF CIVILIAN STAFF ONLY) 
Answer: 



Senior Education 
■ Specialists: 



Civilian Instructors: 



Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 
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Question 8: ARE YOU EX-MILITARY (NOT RETIRED)? (ASKED OF CIVILIAN STAFF ONLY) 
Answer: 

Senior Education 
Specialists: Yes - 2 \ ' 

• No - 2 . / 

Civilian , 

Instructors: YeS - 2 ^ 

No - 2 



Question 9: WERE YOU EVER AN INSTRUCTOR IN THIS COURSE (II^STRUCTOR BASIC)? 
(ASKED OF SUPERVISORS ONLY) 

Answer: " n 

Yes - 7 • • 

No - 0 



Question 10:, IF YES, FOR HOW LONG (YEARS)? 
Answer: 

c 

^' Years: 1.5 years average 



Question lOA: WHAT PHASE(S) OF INSTRUCTOR BASIC COURSE DO YOU TEACH? 
(ASKED OF MIL/CIV INSTRUCTORS ONLY) 



Answer: 



Civilian Military Total 

a. Common Core 21 21 

b. Traditional Track 27 ,27 

c. IndivTdua. lized Learning 

Supervisor Track 4 4 

d. All l^hases 4 11 15 
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Question 11:. THE PERSONNEL .STAFF OF THIS COURSE (INSTRUCTOR BASIC') CONSISTS OF 

Answer: (Following is total of the six Instructor Basic course staffs) 

Military: 6 Directors^ 6 supervisors (5 enlisted, 1 officer-*), 43 
instructors (42 enlisted, 1 officer*) 

Civilian: 4 instructors, 6 Senior Education Specialists (on board or 

allowed), 1 supervisor ^ ' . ' • 

* At Newport only 



Question 12: 



Answer: 



ESTIMATE THE^ NUMBER OF HOURS PER WEEK YOU SPEND? (ASKED 
OF MIL/CIV INSTRUCTORS ONLY) 



3 respondents 35 respondents TOTALS 



CIV 

(Averagel^ 



MIL 



(Average J (Average ) 



a. With class 

(instructing) 33 hrs. 21.5 hrs. 27.2 hrs. 

b. Class preparation time 2.6 hrs 8.8 hrs. 5.7*hrs. 

c. Administrative duties .6 hrs. 6.8 hrs. 3.7 hrs. 

d. Other * * 

*Other (Mil only) (individual comments) 
Communications School (2 hrs) 
Repair/Maintenance of Cryptographic equipment 
Counseling (2 hrs) 
" Meetings (2' hrs) 
Evaluating (2 hrs) 
Curriculum Development (8 hrs) 
Instructor Guide Revision 
Leave . c 

Course Writing (another course) (20 hrs) 

Practice Teaching Evaluation (8 hrs) (11 hrs) (14 hrs) (TO hrs) 
TV Operational (^6 hrs) ' 
Observing Classes 

Developing a PI pkg (10 hrs -for 6 mos) ^ ^ ■ 
Duty Instructor (6 hrs) 
Base Duty every 20 days ; 

•Instructor Guide preparation/train new instructors 
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Question 13: 
Answer: 



DID YOU REQUEST THIS TOUR OF INSTRUCTOR DUTY? (ASKED OF 
MILITARY INSTRUCTORS ONLY) 

Yes - 31 
No - ^1 



Question 14: 

Answer: 
Question 15: 
Answer: 



IF YES, DID YOU REALLY VOLUNTEER AS FIRST CHOICE (REAL) jOR 
WAS IT AN EITHER-OR SITUATION SUCH AS "DO YOU WANT INSTRUCTOR 
DUTY OR GO TO GREENLAND?" (ASKED OF MILITARY INSTRUCTORS 
ONLY) 



Real 

Either-Or 



28 
2 



WERE YOU SELECTED BY THE INSTRUCTOR SCHOOL STAFF FpR DUTY 
TEACHING THIS COURSE? (ASkED OF MILITARY INSTRUCTORS ONLY) 



Yes 
No 



31 
11 



Question 16: 
Answer: 



IS THIS YOUR FIRST OR SECOND TOUR OF TEACHING Tf^E INSTRUCTOR 
TRAINING COURSE? (ASKED OF MILITARY INSTRUCTORS ONLY) 

First - 40 / 
Second- 0 



Question 17: 
Answer: 



WHEN ELIGIBLE DO YOU PLAN TO REQUEST A'^OTHER TOUR TEACHING 
AN INSTRUCTOR COURSE? (ASKED OF MILITAr'Y INST/RUCTORS. ONLY) 



Yes 
No 



26 
15 



Question 18: 



Answer: 



DO YOU FEEL YOU ARE LOSING YOUR TECHNICAL EXPERTISE (e.g.-, 
ELECTRONICS, MECHANICS, ETC.) BY THIS INSTRUCTOR BASIC 
TOUR? (ASKED OF MILITARY INSTRUCTORS ONLY) 



Yf?s 
No . 



23 
19 
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Question 19: WHAT DEGREE OF SATISFACTION DO YOU DERIVE FROM YOUR PRESENT 

• JOB? (ASKED OF SUPERVISORS, MILITARY AND CIVILIAN INSTRUCTORS) 



Answer: 



Great Deal 

Moderate 

Little 



Civilian Military 
Supervisors Instructors Instructors Total 



7 
0 
0 



3 
1 
0 



38 
4 
0 



48 
5 
0 



Question 20: DO YOU FEEL THIS JOB LEADS TO FASTER PROMOTION? (ASKED OF 
SUPERVISORS AND INSTRUCTORS ONLY) 



Answer: 



Yes 
No 



Civil ian 

4 

0 



Mil ita ry 

12 
36 



Totals 

16 
36 



Question 21 : 



DO YOU BELIEVE THAT ASSIGNMENT TO YOUR PRESENT DUTY HAS: 
(ASKED OF MILITARY SUPERVISORS AND MILITARY INSTRUCTORS 
ONLY) , 



Answer: 



Military 

Supervisors Instructors Total 



a. 


Classified you as a 




0' 






"2nd Class Citizen"? 


0 


0 


b. 


Is the lowest point in 




1 


1 




your career? 


0 


c. 


Enhances your status. 




41 


48 




prfestige, and career? 


7 



Question 22: 



Answer: 



ALL OTHER FACTORS BEING EQUAL, DO YOU THINK THAT MILITARY 
INSTRUCTORS OR CIVILIAN INSTRUCTORS HAVE MORE TO OFFER IN 
THIS (INSTRUCTOR BASIC) COURSE? 

A combination .of Directors, Senior Education Specialists, 
Supervisors, Instructors (civilian and military) yielded 
the following totals: 

.45 men preferred military instructors 
5 men preferred civilian instructors 
12 men said "no difference." 
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Question 23: 


IF MILITARY WAS YOUR CHOICE (FOR OUESTION 3). FOR WHAT 
REASONS? (CHECK ONE) 


Answer: 


a. • Better rapport with students (32) 

b. Understand military problems better (35) . 

c. Shorter tours prevent staleness (17) 

d. Students relate better (26) 


Question 24: 


IF CIVILIAN WAS YOUR CHOICE, GIVE REASON. (CHECK ONE OR MORE) 


Answer: 


a. " They are better trained to teach (3) , 

b. They don't have military distractions (4) 

c. They are permanent (3) • 

d. Other 


Question 25; 


DO YOU THINK THE SIX BASIC INSTRUCTOR TRAINING COURSES SHOULD 
BE COMBINED INTO FEWER LOCATIONS? 


Answer: 


Yes 30 
No 21 
No opinion 12 


Question 26: 


IF YES, WHAT. LOCATIONS? 


Answer: 


East and West Coast .8 
East, Central, West Coast ' 13. ^ ' 
San Diego, Memphis, Groton, or Newport 4 • 
.One location only at a Central Academy 6 


Question 27: 


DO YOU RECOMMEND A CONFERENCE (WITH A REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
EACH "IT" COURSE) TO REVIEW THE NEW CURRICULUM AFTER IT HAS 
,8E^N IN EFFECT FOR SIX MONTHS? 


Answer: 


Directors 5 to 1 in favor 
Senior Education Specialists TOO percent in favor 
Supervisors ' 5 to 2 in favor 
Civilian Instructors « 100 percent in favor 
Military Instructors - 40 to 2 in favor 
Overall ' 58 to 5 in favor 

• 73, 
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Question 28: 
Answer: 



NOTE : 



WHO SHOULD REPRESENT YOUR "IT" COURSE AT THIS CONFERENCE? 

The bulk of responses equally recommended sending the enlisted 
instructor, enlisted supervisor, and the course education 
specialist to represent their school at the Workshop. Military 
instructors preferred sending military. Military supervisors 
were equally divided in being represented by themselves or 
the course education specialist. Civilian instructors wanted 
equal representation for themselves and the military, senior 
education specialists preferred equal representation with 
military supervisors; and Directors preferred military super- 
visors with a partial representation by the senior education 
specialist. 

January 17, 1975, an Instructor Training- Workshop Planning 
Conference was held by TAEG at Orlando, attended by:- 

LCDR G. B. Griffin (TPC) CNTT 

E. Griswold (Ed Spec) CNTT * 
R. Coolidge (Ed Spec) CNTT 
'CDR J. Bustard, NATTC Memphis 

B. Kissel (Ed Spec) NATTC Memphis 
J, Fasy (Ed Spec) Great Lakes 

J. Hudak (CPO) NAVSUBSCOL Groton 

E. Trapp (Ed Spec) SSC San Diego 

Dr. J. Bow (Ed Spec) NETC Newport 

LCDR S. Tobey, Human Resource Management- Memphi s 

C. Hoofnagle (Ed Spec) FTC Norfolk, VA" 
K. Lam (Psychologist) TAhG 

C. J. Papetti (Ed Spec) TAEG, Chairman 



Question 29: 



Answer: 



HAVE YOU EVER CONTACTED ANOTHER INSTRUCTOR COURSE TO EXCHANGE 
INFORMATION? (ASKED OF DIRECTORS, SENIOR EDUCATION SPECIALISTS, 
SUPERVISORS ONLY) 



Directors 

Senior Education Specialist 
Supervisors 



Yes 

3 
5 
6 



No 

3 
0 
0 



TOTAL 



14 (82%) 3 ilSt) 
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Question 30: IF YES, HOW? (RESPONSE TO QUESTION 29) 
Answer: \ 

Director 



By Visit 
By Phone 
By Mail 
How Often 



0 
3 
. 1 

monthly 



Months since last visit? 



Senior Education 
Special ist . 



2 
5 
3 

4/yr (one) 
2/yr (one) 
2 yrs (one) 



Question 31 



Answer: 



Supervisor 

3 
6 
3 



1 mo (one) 
30 mos (one) 



WHICH AREA OF THE NEW (CURRENT) INSTRUCTOR BASIC COURSE 
CURRICULUM IS MOST IN NEED OF REVISION? 



Total Staff 



a. 


None 


17 


b. 


Distribution of hours per topic 


18 


c . 


Need new topics 


17 


d. 


Need to delete specific topics 


13 


e. 


Other: Adult Learning Process , 





Norm-Referenced Tests 
Guided Group Discussion 
Instructional Accountabi li ty 
Use Criterion Test for Practice 
Teaching only 



Question 32: 



Answer: 



ARE YOU ABLE TO MAKE IMPORTANT CHANGES TO THE INSTRUCTOR 
BASIC CURRICULUM? (ASKED OF DIRECTORS AND SENIOR EDUCATION 
SPECIALISTS ONLY)". 



Yes, with great delay 

■ and difficulty 
Yes, with routine delay 
and difficulty 

No . 



DirectTor 



1 

0 



Senior Education 

Specialist To tal 



4 
1 
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Question 33:'- DO YOU FEEL THE NEW (CURRENT) CURRICULUM REFLECTED THE INPUTS 
AND WISHES OF YOUR SCHOOL WHEN WRITTEN? 



Answer: 



Yes 
No 

Don't 
Know 



Di rector 

1 

3 



Senior Education 
Spec i a 1 i s t 



1 



Civilian Military 
Supervisor Instructor Instructor Total 



2 
2 



0 
3 



12 
12 

18 



16 

23 

23 



Question 34: DO YOU HAVE ANY RECOMMENDATIONS TO MAKE CONCERNING REVISION 

OF THE INSTRUCTORS' SELECTION PREREQUISITES. (ENLISTED TRANSFER 
MANUAL, NAVPERS 15909B, SECTION 5 22)? 



Answer: 



a. FOR ILS, OMIT PREREQUISITE "BE ABLE TO SPEAK CLEARLY" 
3 enlisted instructors said Yes. 

b. RAISE 3.4 PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REQUIREMENT 

Half the Directors and almost half the supervisors said Yes. 
30 percent of total answers were Yes. 

d. LOWER 3.4 PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REQUIREMENT 
Zero out of 64 staff said Yes.^ ^ 

d. REQUIRE INDIVIDUALS TO VOLUNTEER FOR INSTRUCTOR DUTY 

40 percent of staff said yes. Directors said Yes by 4:2. 

e. RECOMMEND TEST SCORE PROFILE BE USED TO SCREEN' POTENTIAL 
INSTRUCTORS 

Supervisors 4:3, 2 of 5 senior education specialists,, and 
9 of 42° military instructors (dr 21 percent)- said Yes. 
CK/^era 11 -2-5 -percent of staff said Yes. 

f. NO REVISION NECESSARY ' - - - - 
Over 12 percent of total choices for this one. 

g. OTHER ■ 
No response. 

h. NOT FAMILIAR WITH THIS DIRECTIVE , " 

Nc response. . : 
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Question 35: 
Answer: 



a. 



c. 



e. 



DO YOU HAVE- RECOMMENDATIONS TO MAKE CONCERNING REVISION OF 
THE INSTRUCTOR QUARTERLY EVALUATION INSTRUCTION CNTT 1540.12? 



EVALUATION FORM TOO SUBJECTIVE 

7 percent of totalis answers. ^ 

EVALUATION FORM TOO SUBJECT TO RATER BIAS 
7 percent of total answers. 

EVALUATION FORM NEEDS TO BE MORE QUANTIFIED 
15 percent of total answers. 

EVALUATION FORM NOT. RELEVANT FORILS 
11 percent of total answers. - 

NO REVISIONS NECESSARY 

Over 47 percent of total answers. * . 



3 



f. OTHER 



.11 percent of answers were comments below: 



Need 3 forms: Platform, ILS, Lab 
Need evaluation of instructional n 
Need evaluation of summaries 
Need evahiation of application 
.Need evaluation of assignments 
Not useful for lab/shop 
Not specific enough 



f ■ 



iterials added 



Question 36: 



Answer: 



a. 
b. 
c. 



WHAT ARE THE TRAITS OF INSTRUCTOR TRAINING COURSE INSTRUCTORS 
WHOM YOU CONSIDER TO BE VERY SUCCESSFUL IN TEACHING THE . 
TRADITIONAL CLASS (PLATFORM, LECTURE/DEMONSTRATION)? ^' 



Volunteered to teach: 65 percent of staff 
Have a good speaking voice: 82 percent of staff 
'Are well prepared with lesson: .85 percent of staff 
Are devoted to teaching: 79 percent of ' staff 
Other: 



Positive attitude 
Top notch P.O. 
Willing to help students 
Relates- with people 
Must have remaining tour 
after Instructor School 
1/C or above 
Career oriented. 

77 



Assists others 
Regards others feelings 
Rapport with students 
Good listener 
Curious intel lect 
Patient 

Pleasing personality 
Counseling experience 
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floti vated 
Has common sense 
Keeps the school mission 

in mind 
Has imagination 
Be human 

Willing to help student and 

staff achieve objectives 
Honest with students 
Outstanding military 

appearance 
Deals with hostility 
Knows human needs/goals 
Dynamic worker with 

students 
Trained formally in 

communication skills 
Must want to teach - 
Willing to make effort 
Concerned with others - 
Maintains strong military 

bearing and rapport 

with class 



4.0 Navy appearance 
Tact and bearing 
Likes to read 

Upper half of Instructor class 

Desires college 

Devotion 

Enthusiasm 

Showmanship 

Volunteer best (but not always) 
Rounded personality 
Communicates effectively ^ 
Relates. to all level§ of 
knowledge • . - 

Flexible personality 
Relatively outspoken 
Professional military attitude 
Professional academic attitude 
Open minded 

Willing to learn/improve . 
Cares about his job whether 
teaching or otherwise 



Question 37: 



WHAT ARE THE TRAITS OF "IT" COURSE .INSTRUCTORS WHOM YOU CONSIDER 
POOR OR" FAILURES IN PLATFORM TEACHING (TRADITIONAL, LECTURE/ 
DEMONSTRATION)? , • . 



Answer: Answers were of the opinion type as follows: 



Don't want to teach ' 
Are slow learners 
Don't like to help slow learners 
Have "do as I say, not as I do" 
attitude 

Too authoritarian 
Low GCT 
Poor attitude 
Poorly qualified 
Lack of interest 
Poor voice 
Poor preparation 
Ordered to teach 
Doesn't understand students 
No sense of humor 
Poor motivation / 
Wastes- class time 
Lacks ability to use methods/ 
techniques 



Lacks maturity 

Personal problems interfere w/job 
Not tactful 

Feels superior to student 

Not self confident 

Can't relate to slow learners 

Has a "God" complex 

Does not accept constructive 

criticism 
Doesn't like students 
Not a volunteer 

Negative attitude of short timers-^ 
Poor vocabulary 

Poor attitude towards Navy or school 

Poorly educated 

■Js an "8 to 4 man" 

Sloppy appearance 

Non-professional 

Not hand picked 



NOTE: Three respondents claimed they "had no poor' instructors. 
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Ouestion 38: 



WHAT ARE THE TRAITS OF INSTRUCTOR TRAINING COURSE [NSTRUCTORS 
WHOM YOU CONSIDER BEING SUCCESSFUL IN TLACHING THE SELF-PT^Ct'D. 
INDIVIDUALIZED LEARNING SUPERVISOR TRACK OF THE "IT" BASIC 
COURSE? ■ ' 



Answer: 



a. Must be a volunteer to teach: 18 percent of total answers 

b. Must be skilledj'n academic counseling: 13 percent of 
total answers 

c. Must be well prepared with lesson; 11 percent of total answers 

d. Must" be devoted to teaching- 13 percent of total answers 

e. Must know .his subject well: 16 percent of total answers 

f. We do not have this type class; 15 percent of total answers 
g-^ .Other: 11 percent of total answers listed as follows: 

1. Must be able to communicate with otriers, expressing ideas 
clearly and forcei^ully, having a aood command of the 
English language, both orally and in writing. 

2 Must be able to discriminate between individual differences 
in human beings and the learning environment, analyzing 
problem areas and assisting in remedies to alleviate them. 

3. Must be attentive . 

4- Must be a good listener. 

5. Must be able to empathize. 

6. Must be able to remain calm and unflustered under pressure. 

7. Must never get angered at others. ^ 

8. Must never let personal opinions qr other emotions interfere 
with the learning activities of the learners, especially in 
academic and personal counsel i ng sessionso. 

9. Must believe in the self-paced concept. 



Question 39: 



Answer: 



DOES THE DIRECTIVE (CNTECHTRAINST 5311.1A COMPUTATION OF 
INSTRUCTOR REQUIREMENTS) USED TO DETERMINE 'THE QUANTITY OF 
INSTRUCTORS AND SUPERVISORS ALLOCATE SUFFICIENT PERSONNEL? 
.(ASKED OF DIRECTORS, SUPERVISORS, AND SENIOR EDUCATION 
SPECIALISTS) 



Yes 
No 



6 
11 



ERiC 
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* 

.APPENDIX C . 

ORIGIN AND DESTINATION OF TRAINEES FOR FY 1974 QUESTIONNAIRE 

DATE 

^ COURSE TITLE* 



Location of Last Duty Station ' Ltfcation of Assignment Upon 



*~Use separate sheet for each course:""lnstructor' Basic, Navy Schools 
Management, Programmed Instruction Techniques , Instructor Shipboard, 
and Management and Supervision, plus other formal courses taught by 
the same staff. 

* Give major city only. which will. permit computation of travel costs 
^ Example: 21 from San Diego; 30 to Great Lakes-; 



COURSE LOeATION__ 
COURSE CATALOG NO; 



(Show totals from each 
location)** • ' 



Termination or. Graduation 
(Show totals agoing to each 
location)** - 
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■ APPENDIX D . ■ 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS FOR INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SCHOOL OUESTIONNAI RE* 

« 

School (Courses) Location 



Man-Years Devoted to All Courses* 
(FY 1974) Combined 



Director ("IT" School) 

Seal or (Lead) Instructors 

Instructors (Civilian or Military) 

Secr-etarial 

Other 

\ ] ' '. 7. ' 

Number of Students on Per Diem During F'Y 1974 
(Total all courses) 

Total Enrol iWnt (all courses)** FY 1974: 
INPUT 

OUTPUT 

Predicted Annual INPUT (Total all courses): 
FY 1975 



FY 1976 
FY 1977 
FY 1978 
FY 1979 



* School Includes: Instructor Basic, Navy Schools Manaqement, Programmed 

Instruction Techniques, Instructor Shipboard, 
Management and Supervision Courses . 

** Output more than Input as four classes in session before the FY. * 
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APPENDIX E . ■■ 

STUDENT ORIGIN AND DESTINATION OUESTIONNAIRE ^ . 

: • COURSE NAME ^ J 

COURSE LOCATION 



Student's Name / . ^Rate • 

Prior to reporting to InSitructor School were you stationed on a s'hip? 

Yes " 

No 

If yes : What |fas name of sh-ip? 

What was home port of ship? , - . , ■ 

Did you travel to "IT" School from home port? Yes No 

If no, what was nearest city from which vou 
traveled to IT"- School ? ; 

If you were not stationed on a ship^ what was., the location of your last 
duty station prior to reporting to Instructor Training School? 



Method of transportation by which you traveled to your present location 
from your last duty station. 

a. Commercial airplane i 

b. Military airpl.ane 

c. Other (specify): 

Cost of transportation to government (if known) ' 

Are you receiving per diem while you are attending this course? 

a. Yes 

•b. No 



If ye_s, what is the amount per day? ' 

Total days you will be on per diem? • 

To which location will you report after completion of this, course? 

a. City (nearest)' ; ^_ ^ ^ 

b. Duty station (if different from city 7'^' 

Date you filled out this questionnaire 
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. ^ APPENDIX F 

INSTRUCTOR SELECTION SURVEY 

1. Which tour of instructor duty are yo'u^ now serving? (Check one) 

First ^ Second ; Third 

2* Which tours of instructor duty did you request ? (Check one or 
more) 

First Second Third 



Did not request instructor duty 

3. If you did not_ request instructor duty, why do you think you were 
assigned? (Check one or^niore) . ' a 

By chance _____ , - 

CO recommended me ^ 

Due to my technicaT^expgrti se 

Due to lack of volunteers • 
Do not know the reason 
Other (please explain below) 



4-. If you did request '-instructor duty , please rate the importance of the 
following factors in your decision to volunteer for instructor 'duty : 
(Put a check in the appropriate box) 

Not important 





Verx^irngortant 


In-between 




Location of duty 








Prestige of duty ^ 








Enjoy teaching ■ 








Nothinq better available 




■ 




Length of tour 
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5. Did you attend instructor training, school? Yes ___ No 

X If yes, where: ' .. " J 

when: \_ 



6; When eligible, do you plan to request another tour of instructor 
duty?. : 

Yes No Don't know 



Please explain your answer: 



7.^ What is your civilian educational background? . (Circle highest year 
completed) ^ 

High School : ^ 9 10 11 12 GEO . ^ 

College:. 1 2 3 4 
8/ What is your military educational.J-b€rc1<g^ 

"A'' Schools completed: 

"B" Schools completed: [ 

"C" Schools completed: • " 

9. Name ' , 

-> — ■ ■ \ : 

NEC ■ ' ^ -"^^ ■ • L_ 

Rank " • : 
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APPENDIX H 



NAME AND TITLE' 



PERSONNEL CONTACTS IN MILITARY 
IN°STRUCTOR TRAINING 

ADDRESS 



PHONE NO. 



U.S. NAVY 



CNET 

Stone, CAPT Bruce G. 
Assistant Ch.ief of Staff 
Resear1;h ana I 
Development 



Program 



Scanland, Dr. Worth 
Deputy Director Research 
and Program Development 

Muller, Richard 
Head, ISD, Standards, 
Procedures &, Appraisal Br. ° 

Gager, Dr. William A., Jr. 
Director, Defense Activity 
for Non-Traditional 
Educational Support (D.O.D.) 
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Papetti , Clarence J. 
Education Specialist 



Lam, Karen D. 
Psychologist . 



Swope, Dr. Will iam hi. 
Economist 



CNET, Code N-5 
Pensacola, FL 32508 



CNET, Code N-5A 
Pensacola, FL 32508 



CNET, Code N-52 
Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, FL 32508 

CNET, EUyson Center 
Pensacola, FL 32509^ 



Traning Analysi s and 
Evaluation Group, 
Orlando, FL 32813 

Training Analysis and 
Evaluation Group 
Orlando, FL 32813 

Training Analysis and 
Evaluation Group 
Orlando, FL 32813 



AV 922-4396 



AV 922-3466 



AV 922-4497 



AV 922-1360 



^V 791-4367 



AV 791-5673 



AV 791-4367 



CNETS • ■ . ■ 

Havens, Dr. C. b\ 
Research Plans and 
Evaluation Branch 



CNETS, Code N-21__.., 
Pensacola , -Fb" 32509 



AV 922-1392 
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CNTECHTRA 



Coolidge, Robert 
Training Program :f 
Coordinator for V 
Instructor Trainffig Courses 

Griswold, E. F. 
Training Methods, Task 
Analysis 

Kerr, Dr. Norman 
Research 



NATTC 



CNTECHTRA. Code 441 
Memphis, TN 38054 



CNTECHTRA, Code 01621 
NAS Memphis (75"^ 
Millington,. TN 38054 

CNTECHTRA, Code 0161 
NAS Memphis (75) 
MilTinqton, TN 38054 



AV 966-5571 



AV 966-5591 



AV 966-5593 



Bustard, CDR Francis 
Officer in Charge 
Navy Management Schools 
Group ' 

Kissel , Bernard 
Senior Education 
Specialist, Navy 
Management Schools Group 

Tobey , LCDR Stephen 
Human Resources 
Management School 

I nstructor Tr a ining Schools 

1 . Memphis 

Land, Lt't. R. 
Training Officer 



Frego, Mr. George A. , Jr, 
Education Specialist 



2. San Diego 

Vonwontoch, CCR 
Dept. Hd. Pers, 

Crawford, LT 
Director 



NATTC, Qide 59 
Memphis 

Millinqton,' TN 38054 



NATTC, Memphis 
Millington, TN 38054 



Human Resources Management School 
Memphis (96) . ■ 
Millinqton, TN 38054 



AV 966-5525/ 
« 5349 



AV 966-5525/ 
5349 



AV 966-5156 



Instructor Development 
Management School 
NATTC, Nfemphis 
Millington, .TN ' 38054 

Instructor Development " 

M a n a g eme-n t -S c h c o 1 
- 'N-ATTC, Memphis 

Millington, TN 38054 

Personnel Management Schools 
^ SERVSCOLCOM,- NTC 
San Diego, CA 92133 

Instructor Training School 
SERVSCOLCOM, NTC 
San Diego, CA 92133 



AV 966-5536 



AV 966-5536 



AV 957-3626 



AV 957-3626 
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Trapp, Ed 

Education Specialist 
IT School . ' 
Personnel Management 
Schools Department 

3. Norfolk 
Wilson, LT Lona • 
Director 

Hoofnagle, Charles 
Education Specialist 

4. Great Lakes 
Madlock, LUG Cleve - 
Director 

Fasy, J. J. 
Education Specialist 
IT School 

5, Groton 

Hudak, CPO James 
Senior Instructor. 
IT School 

6, Newport 

Drylie, LCDR James 
Director 

Bow, Dr. John - 
Education Specialist 
Command Educational 
Advisor 

NPRDC 

Ford, Ur. John 



Jones, Dr. Earl 



Smith, Dr. John 



Hooprith, Eugene 



Instructor Training School 
SERVSCOLCOM, NTC 
San, Diego, CA 92133 



Ins tructor/Admi ni strati on School 
FLETRACEN „ 
Norfolk, VA . 23511 

FLETRACEN, Code F7D 
Norfolk,- VA 23511 

Instructor Training School 
Bldg. 512, SERVSCOLCOM, NTC 
. GreaVLakes, IL 60088 

Instructor TrainMng School 
Bldg. 512, SERVSCOLCOM, NTC 
Great Lakes, IL 60088 

NAV.SUBSCOL, Code 0141 
P. 0. Box 700 
Groton, CT 06340 



Instructor Training School 
NETC 

Newport, RI 02840 

Code 008, Naval Education 
and Training Center 
Newport, fil -02840 



AV 957-3627 



Navy Personnel Research and 
Developifient Center ' 
San Diego, CA 92152 - 

Navy Personnel Research and 
Development Center 
San Diego, CA 9215-2 

Navy Personnel Research and 
Development Center 
San Diego, CA 92152. 

NPRDC Liaison Officer . 
CNET, Code 01 H 
Pensacola, FL 32508 



AV 690-2980 

AV 690-4817 
AV 792-4975 

J 

AV 792-497^ 



AV 241-4802/ 
4647 



AV 948-33,§6 



AV 948-3821 



V 



AV 933-7121/ 
7194 



AV 933-7100/ 
7105 



AV 933-7122 



AV 922-2621' 
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ONR 

Farr, Dr. Marshall 



Office of Naval Research 
800 N. Ouincy St. 
Arlington, VA 22217 



AV 222-4504/ 
4502 
4503 



I LOG 



EVans, Mel 

Education Specialist 



Individualized Learning 
Development Group, SSC, NTC 
San Diego, CA 92133 



AV 957-452? 



U.S; ARMY 



TRADOC 

Kartner, Dr. Joseph 
Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Training,^. 
Educational Advisor-" 



Commander 

U.S. Army Training and 
Doctrine Command. 

Deputy Chief of Staff for Training 
Attn: Educational Advisor 
Ft. Mpnroe, VA 236-51- - 



AV 680-2765/ 
3970 



Ft. Benninq 
Maddox, Ma j . 



Rutherford, Col . B. E. 
Director of Educational 
Technol ogy 

Ft. Knox 

Shumate, Dr. Norman 
Chief of Faculty 
Development Branch 



^Combat Arms Training Board 
Ft. Bennf ng^-GAr— 31 905 

U. S. Army Infantry School 
Ft. Benning, GA 31905 



Assistant Commandant 
U.S. Army Armor School, 
ATTN: ATSY-EA ' 
Ft. Knox, KY 4D121 



AV 835-5277 



AV 835-3841 



AV 464-6154 



Ft. Monmouth 

Cieri , Dr. Vincent P. 
Education Advisor 



Ripe0^el 1 i Mr. <^ 

Chiefs Faculty "Development 

Branch 



Commandant ' • " 
U., S, Army Communioations'' 
Electronics School, ATTN: ATSY-EA 
Ft. -Monmouth, NJ 07703 • " * . 

Faculty Development Branch 
ATSY-EA-FD 

Ft.- Monmouth, NJ 07703 [ 



AV f392-lR3R 
.1722 



AV 992-2353 
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Ft. Eustis 



Darst, Dr. H.^ Jackson 
Special Assistant 
Educational Advi$or 



Special Assistant 
Educational Advisor 
U.S. Army Transportation School 
Ft. Eustis, VA 23604 



AV 927-4400 



Ft. Rucker 

Newsorne, Clarence 
Senior Education Advisor 
Department of Ins^truction 



Ft. Benjamin Harrison 

Edmiston, A. C. 

Chief of Instructional 

Technical Division 



Commanding General AV 558-2714' 

U.S. Army Aviation Center • 

ATTN: ATZQ-EA 

Ft. Rucker, AL 36360 



Deputy Commander, USAIA AV 699-3693 

ATTN: ATSG-EA . 

Ft. Benjamin Harrison, IN 46216 



U.S. MARINE CORPS 



HQ, USMC 
Dormam, Maj D. 



M.C.D.E.C, 

Quantico 

Perea, Col H. E. 
Director of Education 
Center 

Roush, Lt Col Paul 



Morris, Lt Col Calvin 
Director 



Headquarters, U.S. -Marine Corps 
MTMT 52 

Washington, DC 20380 



Director of Education Center 
M.C.D.E.C. 

Quantico, VA 22134 . 

Academic Department 
Education Ceiiter 
M.C.D.E.C. 
Quantico, VA 22134 

» IT School , Education Center 

. ' n.C.D.E.C. 

, Quantico, VA 22134 



AV ''24-2140 



AV 278-2304 



AV 278-2304 



AVi^78-,2193 
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ATC, Randolph 

Elliott, SGT Clifford 
Course Manager 
Technical Instructor 
Training 

Sheppard AFB 

Beck, MAJ Gordon , 
Division Chief 
Instructor Training 
Division 



Lowry AFB 

Harding, Dr. Larry 



Boland, MAJ Joe 
Chief, IT School 



U.S^AIR FORCE 



ATC/TTSE o 

Randolph AFB, TX 78148 



Instructor Training Division 
School of Applied Aerospace 
Science (TTM) 
Sheppard AFB 
- Wichita Falls, TX 76311 



Human Resources Laboratory 
Lowry AFB; CO 80230 

School of AppU'ed Aerospace 
Sciences 

Lowry AFB, CO 80230 



AV 487-3560 



' AV 736-2343 



AV 926-4385/ 
4386 

AV 926-4215 



Maxwell AFB 
Tadloc, LTC- Carl E. 



AIAOS - EDCM, Maxwell AFB 
Montgomery;, AC 36112 



AV 875-5219 



Franklin, J. E. 
Instructor Capt. 
Deputy Director .(Pers.) 
Naval Ed. Serv. 

Daniels, W.. J. 
Instructor CDR' 
Computer Project Officer 

Dow, CDR D. M. 
Admiral ' s Secretary 



ROYAL NAVY 

Ministry of Defence, (DNEds) 

Old AdmiraTty Bldg. 

Spring Gardens, London SWlA2Bc 



NATO H.Q., SECLANT 
Norfolk, VA 23511 



Office of the Commander 
British Navy Staff 
P.O. Box 4855 
Washington, DC 20008 



01-218-2503 



COMM. (804) 
444-5711 



AV 222-0006/ 
0007/ 
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APPENDIX I 



SAMPLE FEEDBACK LETTER AND INSTRUCTIONS TO TRAINEE/SUPERVISOR^ 



From: Curriculum Update Division , ^School 

To: Seaman ^ 

Subj: Field Evaluation of School Training 

End: (1) Field Eval uation Material s 

1 At one\of your last classes in school the important task you can 
perform inHhe identification of training problems was discussed. At 
this time, we are asking you to aid us in this task sihce you .have 
probably been on the job long enough to have developed a good under- 
standing of your duties and the training needed to perform them. 

2. The enclosed materials make it possible for you to indicate 
whether too much or too little emphasis was given to any of the 
various tasks covered in school. On the final page of this questionnaire 
we request that you indicate job tasks that are not presently covered in 
school, but which should be covered in the future. Throughout your ■ 
completion of these materials we hope you will write down a^iy thoughts , 
you may have about training problems, recommendations for^feteir solution, 
and any other aspects of school training. 

3 Please return these materials in the enclosed envelope within two 
weeks, if possible. This information will aid- us to provide better ^ 
training of in the future. 



Chief Petty Officer 



Extracted from Dyer, Ryan and Mew, 1975. 

97 



TAEG Report No. 1-7 




TAEG Report- No. 17 




TAEG Report 'No. 17 




TAEG Report No. 17 



SAMPLE LETTER TO SUPERVISOR 



From: Curriculum Update Division School 

To: Supervisor of Seaman • l_ 

Subj: Field Evaluation of . School Training 

End: (1) Field Evaluation Materials 

1. As an experienced person in your rating and a supervisor of a recent 
school graduate, you are in an ideal position to tell us whether our 
graduates are meeting job requirements at your unit. The enclosed materials 
make it possible for you to indicate whether too much or too little emphasis 
was given to any of the various tasks covered in school. On the final page 
of this questionnaire we request that you indicate job tasks that are not 
presently covered^ in school, /but which, should be covered in the future. 
Throughout your completion o,f these materials, we hope you will write down X 
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any. thoughts you may have atfout training problems, recommendations for ) 
their solution, and any oth^r aspects of school training. 

r2. Please return these materials in the enclosed envelope within two 
weeks, if possible. This information will aid us to provide better training 
of , in the future. . ' 

3. If you have recently completed field evaluation materials for . 

- ^.School', there is no need to complete these unless 

you have some additional recommendations. However, \^ we would appreciate if 

you would pass these material s on to some other experienced 

who is familiar with the a^ove person's work. 



Chief Petty Officer 



I / 
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APPENDIX J 

PROPOSED TRACKS/COURSES FOR INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SCHOOL 
(Keys to Figure 5, Page 52) 

Key #1 to' tigure 5 " 

. . ^ ■ MASTER (CLASSROOM). INSTRUCTOR COURSE (PROPOSED) 

The MASTER CLASSROOM INSTRUCTOR course is for the man who likes to' 
teach and 'delights in mastery of classroom techniques whether conventional/ 
platform lecture/demonstration or as an ILS,^ The Master Instructor is . 
not to be confused With the proposed Instructional Technologist whO' 
designs and writes courses and i s ^effectively out of the classroom. 
This course would take a second tour instruj:tor ' (from any field, not 
just Instructor Basic) and hone him into a "super-instructor." He wduT<l 
be identified as such and the regular quarterly-evaluation by bis super- . 
visor would be changed to annual. 

it is stressed that he is not to be trained (for this course) in 
course design and lesson davelopment but will get a full additional 
.measure of the following: 

1. Question and answer techniques. Makes full use of the written, 
verbal question and its teaching/learning implications. Makes full use 
of the question/answer 'techni que to analyze problem students. 

2. Study techniques, .Becomes aware of various student study 
habits, systems, and effective methods . 

3. Study assignment. Learns the full use and application of home 
assignments (homework) anji analyj^is to gain full value from a lesson. 

4.. Theories of learning, retention, and transfer. He is exposed 
to various current and new learning and retention and. transfer theories 
and^ principles. . ' 

5. Test construction and analysis. Have sessions with the local 
test construction and analysis department. Understand more fully the 
preparation and full, teaching value of spot quizzes and other exams. 
Study in depth the norm-referenced vs the criterion-referenced tests. 

5. Evaluation o^ instructors. Understands the techniques used by 
other services and educational institutions to evaluate teachers. Is 
educated as to the values of evaluation in improvement of instruction 
and in obtaining full use from the CNTECHTRA evaluation forms. 

7. Feedback. Is exposed to current and new feedback^. techniques . 
Understands their value in improvement of instruction and meeting course 
objectives. 

105 ■ 
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8. ^ Lecture/demonstrations. Receives advanced techniques of 
lecture/demonstration^ and additional practice teaching. 

. 9. Methods, of Instruction. Expose trainee to various methods of 
instruction not covered in depth in the Instructor Basic Course such as" 
case study, group procedures, problem solving, incident process, seminar, 
role playing,, brainstorming and panel -form and other current techniques 
> (NAVPfRS 93338, 1964). ^ ' " • 

10. Academic counseli.ng. Especially for those who are being 
assigned to a self-paced non-platform school. He will be given current 
and advanced counseling theories, techniques, their value, and how it 
aids in achieving the course objectives. • 

11. Audio-visual aids. The best methods of selection, deployment, 
set up, use, and' post questioning to fully use the aids. May opt to 
attend the (proposed) "Choosing Instructional Del i very Systems" course " 
(described later in this section). ' 

12. Civilian teaching career. On the assumption that the Master 
Instructpr is .interested in a post-Navy civilian career in teaching and 
is typically attending a local university at night enrolled in courses 

in education, this course will expose him to the. various teaching avenues 
open to him after retirement. 

The Master Instructor would be a high step in the career ladder for 
instructional personnel as defined by Modrick (1975) in increasing order 
of responsibility: Audio-Visual Aide, Teaching Assistant j Junior Instructor, 
Support Technician, Media Specialist, Senior Instructor (MASTER INSTRUCTOR), 
Course Manager, Program Manager. 

Key #2 to figure 5 ^ ' 

^ INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGIST COURSE (PROPOSED)' 

This proposed course and proposed new NEC have been the subject of 
correspondence prior to this study (CNTECHTRA Itr Code 3422 of 11 Aug 1972). 
'A renev/al of this proposal appears'' worthy .of consideration in view of 
the increasing trends in converting courses to self pacing, programmed 
instruction, CAI, CMI , and the general redesign of courses using the 
systems approach. 

Qualifications for Course Entry , f 

Personnel selected for the Instructional Technologist course should 
be at pay grade E-6 or above and serving a second tour in the school 
system, unless otherwise qualified for the billet by virtue of civilian 
education or experience. Experience in either NEC 9501-* or 9503* should 
not be considered qualifying; however, NEC 9506* should be considered an 



*NEC 9501 General- Instructor, NEC 9503 Physical Training instructor, 
NEC 9506 Instructional Programmer. 
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alternate component.since many of the experience elements of these two 
NEC's appear to coincide. 

Course Content • . 

Personnel would receive special training,, in addition to pifev.ious 
Instructor Training courses, with particular attention to practical 
aopiicatioji of the principles of the' systems approach, job/task/skill 
Mventory and analysis techniques, training analysis, determination or 
selectiorkof teaching strategies, design of course materials, publica- 
tions, aids; design and employment of evaluation systems, with special 
emphasis upon test construction and analysis, use of feedback informa- 
tion, basic uses of the "scientific method" of research, and basic 
technical writing and-'feporting. 

A group of courses generally embodying the job environments indicated 
by NECis 9502,* 95X11^ ajd^Cproposed) NEC for Instructional Technologist 
could be assembled as graduated-rsophisticeftion course/billet assignment 
patterns or as one course leading to the new NEC. 

A technologist should also be • trained in the fundamentals of 
"psychology and human behavior. The Technical Curriculum Development 
Course (A-012-0031/32) offered at San Diego and Norfolk contains portions 
of the desired course content prescribed above and would be a worthwhile 
basis for the establishment of a special course for Instructional 
Technologist. . „ 

Also 'the Instructional Systems Development (ISD) Technician course 
#3-AZR/4AST75C00 under development and trial by Sheppard Air Force Base, 
Texas, is a possible source of information for course development as 
well as TAEG Report No. 23, Learning Guidelines and Algorithms for 
Twelve Types of Training Objectives (Aagard and Braby, 1975). 

Assignment After the Course ' ^ 

Once trained. Instructional Technologists should be returned to 
lead schools to fill staff billets involving curriculum development, 
training research, and evaluation. Assignment should be on the course 
load basis rather than on the basis'of platform instructors. Instruc- 
tional Technologists ^hou'ld be carried in excess of instructor-student- 
contact-hour computation for instructor personnel allocation. 

Job Duties of the Instructional Technologist at the Lead School 

1. Assists in conducting job/task/skill description and analysis , 
aids in reducing and classifying data. . • 



*NEC 9502 Special Instructor 
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2. Applies systems approach in design and development of course 
curriculum material s., 

3. Assists in conducting- training analysis, determining job/task 
objectives to be included in course, develops training objectives 
course outline. • ^ ' . 

4. Assists in designing and constructing student oerformance- 
evaluation system, tests, scoring matrices. 

'■ 

5. . Assists in designing and develooing curriculum .materials- 
instructor guide, test volumes, student guide , handouts , programmed 
texts., workbooks, practical exercises, traininn nid? roughs ; conducts 
initial research leadino to Jesign and/or procurement of training devices 

6. Assists in conducting other assigned training research, writes ' 
reports of studies. • , ' 

_ ^ ■ ■ \ ' ■ ' 

J. Participates in In-Service Training Program, Feedback Program; 
monitors instruction/instructors, reviews"' technical documentation 
teaching materials, revises training publications. 

"NOTE: This course differs from the ISD Managers' course (proposed) • 
" . . > in. that the Instructional Technologist course trains ' 
' X ISD Technicians at the detail working level to do the 1-arge 
scale production under the management of the ISD Managers 
course graduate.- c 

Key #3 to figure 5 . „ ' 

• IN-SERVICE TRAINING OF INSTRUCTORS (PROPOSED) 

_ This course is 'basically patterned after NEDTRA 93338 "USNS In-Service 
Training of Instructors" and NAVPERS 93338. ' Whereas these directives 
are guides for local use and interpretation, it is riow proposed that a 
forma course be established and^conducted under the Instructor Training - 
School using these directives as the basic documents.' - ■■■ ' 

The propqsed course would be to train service school directors 
senior education specialists, or others in administrative positions'to 
design and implement effective -in-service training to maintain "effective 
instruction" (NAVPERS 93338). \ a.,,LaMi elective 

_ Objectives would be (1) to give admi hi strators a .broad understanding 
of in-seryice training and' methods" of adding variety and interest to the 
, program, (2) to recommend standards by which a school may measure effective- 
ness ness of Its program, and (3) to assist CNTECHTRA in standardizing the 
in-^-rvice programs, " 
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♦ 

■ The course is to assist the administrator in designing an in-service 
program that will accomplish the following: 

,■ " ■ ■ " ■ 

1.. Meet the needs of both new; and experienced instructors 

2. Improve quality ^f instruction by training instructors on-the- 
job to p -form -their instructing 

' 3. Result in a curriculum that will include: (MAVPERS 93338) 
' a. Improvement of Instructional Competence 

b. Improvement of Supervisory Comoetence* ^- 

c. . Improvement of Leadership. Competence 

d. Improvement of Technical Competence 

e. ' General Educational Competence 

* • ' f. Mil itar/ .Competence for Advancement. 

The course would'also include assistance in the design of' a phase 
of in-service- training -that indoctrinates new instructors arriving at a 
school command in areas of: . . 

1. Welcome by supervisor^ ^ 

2. Pertinent base regulations 

3. - School/course objectives and philosophy 

^ "4. Military advancement/promotionaT procedures , possibilities,, 
opportunities ' . j 

5. ' Local educational courses (college) available and the procedare 
for applying ^ .. ' 

&\ Local housing/recreational and other social aspects with 
procedures for obtaining assistance ,\ " \ 

.7. Pairing new instructor with experienced one 

8. Detailed outline of the inter/i. break- in period (sitting through 
the course, assisting regular instructo''r, teaching his first class) ■ 

■ 9. Explanation of instructor evaluation program and the form used 
and' use made of it 

10. Certification of instructor to teach unassisted, with ceremony. 
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Key #4 figure 5 . 

. CHOOSING INSTRUCTIONAL DELIVERY SYSTEMS (PROPOSED)- 

This course will be designed primarily for Senior Education Specialists, 
Senior Instructors (Supervisors); PI course graduates, and Instructional 
Technologists (proposed). 

The objectives of the course will be to train personnel in* identifying 
and using techniques far choosing <:ost~ef^fectTve instructional ■ media in 
designing or .revising a training curriculum. The course would includ^r-^ 
but-not be limited to areas such as (Braby ,^ 1974) : 

. • Learning guidelines for various types of military training 

Choosing media to carry out learning guidelines 

.Economic analysis of alternative media choices 



Sample problems. 



It-'is proposed that the media/delivery system selection techniques and 
accompanying courses being developed by ''the Interservice Committee on 
ISD (under contract N61 339'-73-C-01 50) and TECEP (Braby/1974) , 
be used as a basis for development cf this course. 

Key #5 to figure 5 _ " 

INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT (ISD) MANAGERS COURSE (PROPOSED) 

-This course will be designed for course developers (e'.g. , -directors , 
senior education^specialists, supervisors, and qther curriculum developers) 
directly in\?olved in jbhe management of original course^ pi anning or 
wi^iting. The course would .provide managers training in the theory and 
skills required in. planning, designing, and developing a coyjcse' using " 
the systems approach .process described in CNTECHTRA Manual CNTT-AIO 
(1974)'. (^Being replaced by ITRO^ISD Model (in press) NAVEDTRACOM 106A.) 

Th^i graduate would have satisfied the formal training retiu"irement 
for eligibility to become an ISD Manager. It is recommended that the, 
ISD Technician course #3-AZR/4AST75C00 under development and trial by 
Sheppard Air Force Base, TexaS', be reviewed for possible appl ication .in , 
development of the Navy course , " , 

This course 'differs from the proposed Instructional Techno logi^'st 
course in that the latter course produces "Working level technicians. 
The ISD Managers course is to train a nucleus. of managerial personnel 
the systems approach technique and differs in scope and the amount of 
practical application in the' curriculum. One option is for the ISO 
Ma-nagers course to be designed as Phase I of the Instructional Tech- 
nologist course. Another option is for the existing Navy Schools 



1 n 



110- 



TAEG Report No. 17 v 

Management course to be used as a' basis for redesign with a new track, 
"The ISD Manager." . " . c . . 

Key -#6 to figure- 5 

TECHNICAL WRITER COURSE (PROPOSED) 

J-here are several Technical Wri'ter courses in existence, both \ 
civilian and gov^wnent. For example, a course offered in Orlando', 
Florida, is conducted by a community college artd is open to Government 
pers'onnel through the Navy Employee Development Division. 

There is probably enough need for thi-s bourse in at leas.t two 
legations (San Diego and Memphis, or Norfolk) to warrant it being 
established on a pemanent but inf^requent (e.g., 4 times annually) 
basis! The course could.be open to all. command employees as well as • 
those directly involved in course writing. 

E Proposed curr'iculum topics would include but not be nmited to: 

.Introduction and writing sample. 
Technical style - clarity 
Technical style-- conciseness 
.-Organizational techniques 
Preplanning a report ' > 
Outlining and storyboarding 

Description - 
Definition 
Analysis , ^ 

introductions 

ConC'^lusions and recommendations ' ' . ' 

Putting. together a draft ^ . ^ ^ , 

Abstracting ■ ■ 

' Summarizing ^ ^ ' ' . 

Writj^ng a technical not^ . ^ 

' .-^Writing a memorandum 

Editing -and revising ^ 

Writing a progress report " - 

Writing an article 

Polishing mechanics " ' ' 

\. . 
^ This.' course would lend itself to packaging Sd^percent of its curriculum 
into^an individualized, self-paced, block of instruction using a combination 
. of PI, sound^slide package, or other techniques. ^ ' 
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Key f7 to figure 5 ' . ' " 

TEAM TRAINING' SENIOR INSTRUCTOR, (PROPOSED) 

This course for senior instructors or administrators di recti/ 
involved in developing or modifying course materials for team trainin'g 
and/or instructing in situations that: train teams of .students (e.g. , ... 
submarine trainers, flight trainers). Features unique to a team training 
instructor such as the following would be included in the^curriculum: 

Schedul ing -and role recognition ^ ' / * 

Group reinforcement thteory/practice 

Assessment of group performance 

Development of scenarios and tea^ problems 7^ 7 '- " 

^. , ^ Modification of scenarios and problems 

Further insight i nto the requirements of a team training instructor 
may be found*in the TAEG Team Training Report No. 18 '(Hall and Rizzo, • 
1 975) . ^ ' ■ ' ^■ 
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APPENDIX K • ' 
SAMPLE END OF COURSE* EVALUATION FORMS 



INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SCHOOL 
Education Center 
Marine Corps Development and Education Command 
Quantico, Virginia 22134 



From: Director 

To: ' „ . 

Slibj: End", of Course Evaluation,. Instructo'r Orientation "A" 'Course, 

• ca.se of : : 

End: '(l) Copy of Certificate of Completion^ 

(2) Mission of Instructor Training School 

(3) End of Course Evaluation . 

1 . • As indicated on enclosure (-1 ) , . _ , 

has completed the Instructor Orientation "A" Course. . 

'2 Enclosure •(2) provides the course scope, purpose and a list of 
the subjects taught during the course. The st^jdent's performance 
during/?the course is summarized in enclosure (3). It is' a two part 
sunwary. Part I indicates the student's present performance level 
for specific .instructional! tasks. Part II reflects the performance 
level for his formal presentations. Each student conducted three 
formal presentations during which his voice, mannerisms and presen- 
tations-were evaluated. , 

^- There will be cases where the'level of performance is below the/' 
mastery level set by the school. This should not be considered an / 
- indictment of the new instructor; rather, it should be considered 
as an indication of the present and temporary level of performance 
to which he has progressed. We feel confident that there was not one 
in this class that does not have ah aptitude for instructing. How-' 
ever, it is >t^if.f icult in-^ relatively short period of time to deve\lop 
all students to a mastery level in all task areas.- It is hoped that 
the End of Course Evaluation will pro\Pide sufficient data to enable, 
you to continue his development as an instructor. ^ 



^ Enclosures (1) and (2) are not included in this appendix. 
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4. _ 'Should there be areas_ in which you or. the instuctor cnncerned 
desire assistance in helping him to continue h:s development, please 
be assured that the Instructor Training School 'is available to 
provide any assistance within its^ capability. 
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INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SCHOOL 
Education Center 
Marine Cprps Development and Education Command 
Quantico, Virginia 22134 



END OF COURSE EVALUATION 




Student 



Date 



1. The end of^^.course performance level is expressed in terms of the 
amount of supervision that should be provided the new instructor. The 
supervisory levels are defined as follows: 

Supervisory 

Code Definition 

1. Reserved for other use. 

2. Will require detailed guidance and close supervison i-n using 
torrect procedures and techniques. 

3. - Will require guidance and supervision, mainly on complicated 
' . steps of the operation. 

4. Will require little guidance and supervisjQ^n even on complicated 
$teps of operation; '"however , the supervisor will check -the' end 
product or' final result. 

5. ^ Will perform "on his own" unless ..special problems are encountered;- 
^ only a randbm and occasional check of the end product'or final 

result is required. , 

6. Will perform "on his own" even though special problems, are 
encountej^ed; only a random- and occasional check of the end 
product or final result is required.. . 

7. Reserved for future use. ^ ' . 

2. There are three types of entries made in the evaluation matrix 
which follows: ^ ' 

An asterisk (*) indicates the level reached by the student at 
graduation. This level was determined- by an analysi's of all 
. InstructiohaT Analysis Sheets and Lesson Post Tests completed ori 

or by the student ."^ 

■ , ■ ■ * 

A number in column 1 indicates the hours of instruction prbvi'ded 

for tasks that were not actually performed by the students or measured 

by the school . ^ 
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The school's level "of mastery is at the "3" le^el of supervision 
This is true of all tasks except those that have hours reflected 
in column 1 . 

3. In°the "Remarks" section the Faculty Advisor will provide a 
verbal description' of the student; an amplification of strengths 
and weaknesses. 
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■ PART I 

PerfoVmance Levels for Specific Instructional Tasks 
(The school's mastery level is "3") 

Supervisory Level 
1 2 3 4 5 

Participates as a member of a 
course content review board? 

a. Participates in a Job Analysis. _ . _ -A _ 

b. ^Determines Performance 

Requirements. _ _ _ _ _ 

c. Selects applicable performance 

objectives. - _ _ " _ _ - 

d. Analyzes Criterion Measures. _ _ _ _ _ 

e. Analyzes Learning" Objectives. _ _ ' _ 

c 

f. Sequences Course Content. _ _ ~. , - 

g. Writes Concepts of Instruction. _ _ , _ 

0 

Writes test items. _ _ 

Writes learning objectives. _____ 
Conducts research to select / 
instructional content. _ _ _ _ 

Sequences 1 instructional content. _ _ _ . _ _ 
Selects, develops and uses the fol- 
lowing media during instruction. 

a. Audio Recordings (Disc/Tape) _ _ _ _ _ 
. ■ ■• . 117 
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Supervisor Level ' 
2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A 



b. Film, Filmstrips and Slides. _ _ 

c. Overhead/Opaque Projections. _ _ 

d. Charts, Graphs, Flannel Board. _ _ 

e. Television v. _ _ 
•f. Other ■ 

7. Prepares Lesson Plan (Documents Instruction): 



a. Prepares Concept Card, 

a 

^b. Prepares Detailed Outline or 

Lesson Manuscript. 
. c. Prepares Student Outline. 

d. Prepares Student Study 
^ Material s . 

e. Other 

Presents formal instruction: 
a. Conducts rehearsals. 

. b. Conducts lectures. ^ 

c. Conducts demonstrations. 

d. Leads group discussions. 

e. Prepares and administers 
self-paced instruction. 

f. Supervises student application 

g. Conducts remedial instruction. 

h. Other • . 
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9. Plans revision of instruction 
based on post-assessment and 
student feedback. 

10. Responsible for Instructional 
Television production. 

11. Counsels students on their 
performance - their progress 
and problem areas. 



Supervisory- Level 

l' . 2 7-3 -4 - 5 6 7 N/A 



PART II 

EVALUATION OF FORMAL PRESENTATIONS 



1. Voice 

2. Mannerisms 

3. Presentation 

Remarks: 
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